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ABSTRACT
Objectives: The purpose of this research was twofold. First, it tested the effects of the type of
perceived psychological contract breach, equity sensitivity, and identity salience on an important
employee outcome, namely organizational citizenship behaviors. Second, the research explored
the effects that discipline and pharmacist status have on organizational citizenship behaviors.
More precisely, the effect of equity sensitivity on the relationships between identity salience
(discipline or school), type of perceived contract breach (administrative or professional) and the
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy by
pharmacy school faculty was examined.
Methods: Existing organizational citizenship, identity salience and contract breach measures
were modified. A series of hypotheses were tested in a random sample of pharmacy school
faculty members. The hypotheses suggest equity sensitivity, identity salience, and perception of
contract breach will influence the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. Further
they assert that equity sensitivity will moderate the relationships between contract breach,
identity salience, and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors.
Results: The data indicate that the degree to which one identifies with the School of Pharmacy
has an impact on their performance of extra role behaviors directed toward the School. As
expected, this research indicates that the more benevolent an individual is the more likely they
are to perform citizenship behaviors. Contrary to expectations, contract breach was not found to
influence the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. Analysis also revealed that
equity sensitivity does not moderate these relationships. In addition to these findings this work
has revealed a rich area for future research. It uncovered significant differences between those
faculty members who are pharmacy practice and/or who are licensed pharmacist and those who
are not. These groups differ on school of pharmacy identity, discipline identity, equity
sensitivity, perceived administrative breach and the performance of organizational citizenship
behaviors. These findings suggest that academic as well as healthcare leadership should consider
several individual and organizational factors when seeking to increase the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background
The landscape of work has changed. Organizations across the globe must make changes
in the way they do business in an attempt to address their need for flexibility (McLean Parks,
Kidder & Gallagher, 1998). For example, organizations may outsource certain jobs or tasks to
another organization via the utilization of nontraditional employees (Deloria, 2001) or they may
reduce full-time employees to part-time work schedules. Employers are asking their employees
and their associates to accomplish more and more with fewer resources. It has been documented
that organizations desire employees who are willing to go above and beyond their formal job
requirements (Morrison, 1994). Acts that occur outside the formal job description and are not
required as a part of the job are known as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB).
The academic landscape has not been immune to the need for flexible employees who are
willing to exceed their formal job descriptions. Across the country, universities are finding it
necessary to do more with fewer resources. Pick up any mainstream news publication and you
will see headlines about an economy in decline or educational budget cuts. Given the precarious
economy, faculty shortages, and the required curricular revisions facing pharmacy schools it
should be no surprise that they are asking more of their faculty than ever before. However, there
is little research available on the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors by
1

university faculty. This dissertation addresses a portion of that gap in the literature by examining
OCB among pharmacy school faculty members. More specifically, the research will investigate
the relationship between psychological contract breach, identity salience, equity sensitivity and
the impact these constructs may have on the performance of OCB.
The nature of faculty work is typically more autonomous than blue-collar or hourly work.
As with other professionals, faculty members gain this autonomy through their expert
knowledge, training, and experience. They use these features to account for legitimate
professional independence (Lawrence & Corwin, 2003) whereas blue-collar employees are often
asked to adhere to a more rigid schedule. These characteristics present a set of unique challenges
and opportunities for organizations with regard to professional work-related behaviors. With
continued change in the working landscape, professional forms of work are becoming even more
important to businesses across the United States. The distinctive characteristics and increased
number of professional employees in the workforce make research on this population critical.
There has been a substantial amount of research dedicated to deepening our
understanding of employee extra-role behaviors. Through this research, it has become evident
that these extra-role behaviors are important determinants of organizational and individual
outcomes such as effectiveness, efficiency, satisfaction, and productivity (Erturk, 2007).
Interestingly, despite our knowledge regarding the positive impact of OCB, there has been very
little research of this construct in the academic work setting. In order to address this gap in the
research literature, the current research project will focus on a subset of professional
academicians.
Study Constructs
OCB have been described as discretionary, extra-role behaviors that contribute to
2

organizational effectiveness yet, are not formally required by the organization (Moorman, 1991).
Bateman and Organ first discussed the idea of OCB in the work context in 1983. Since that time,
a great deal of research has been devoted to both the antecedents and consequences of these
behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, &
Blume, 2009). Through this research, it has become evident that these extra-role behaviors are
important determinants of both organizational and individual outcomes such as efficiency,
profitability, innovation, and employee satisfaction (Erturk, 2007; Jha & Jha, 2009). Both
individual and group characteristics have been found to be antecedents to the performance of
OCB (Jha & Jha, 2009; Organ & Ryan; 1995; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). For example, job
satisfaction (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996), perceived fairness and perceptions of
justice or fairness (Blakely, Andrews, & Mooreman, 2005; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Moorman, 1991; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000), psychological contracts
(Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau,
1994; Turnley & Feldman, 1999) and group identity salience (VanDick & Wagner, 2002) have
all been documented to precede the performance of OCB.
Perhaps one of the most researched antecedents of the performance of OCB is that of the
individual perception of psychological contract breach. In Zhao,Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo’s
(2007) meta-analysis, empirical links were established between psychological contract breach
and the performance of OCB. The psychological contract is an unwritten contract referring to
the behavioral expectations that are not explicitly covered in the formal, legal contract.
Rousseau defined this contract as “individual beliefs, shaped by the organization, regarding
terms of an exchange agreement between individuals and their organization” (Rousseau, 1995,
p9). As the landscape of work continues to change, both organizations and their employees must
3

now manage new and more extensive global ties thus requiring unique contracts, both spoken
and unspoken. In other words, the unwritten psychological contracts are an important and
persistent part of today’s organizational life.
Psychological contracts are often categorized as either relational or transactional,
although conventional thought indicates that the contract may fall somewhere on a continuum
between the two (McNeil, 1985; Rousseau, 1989). Transactional contracts usually consist of
relatively low emotional investment and are unambiguous while, relational contracts tend to be
dynamic with both an emotional as well as an economic exchange. A natural extension of
transactional/relational typology (and the typology of interest for this study) is that of Bunderson
(2001) which suggests that an employee’s psychological contract is influenced by the competing
professional and administrative work ideologies found in a professional work setting.
Professional models of organization emphasize technical competence, commitment to work,
collegiality, and service while administrative models focus on bureaucracy, commitment to the
organization, and efficiency. (Bunderson, Lofstom & Van de Ven, 2000; Van Maanen & Barley,
1984). Today’s professional work is based on these different work ideologies, however in an
industry where knowledge-based work is of primary importance the employee is often affected
by both professional and administrative work ideologies. These competing ideologies become
important in determining how employees view their psychological contract.
Given the existence of these unspoken contracts, there must also be the possibility of a
breach of contract. Perceived breach refers to the cognition that the organization has not met one
or more of the employee’s expected obligations. The perception that the psychological contract
has been breached has implications for the performance of OCB. There is strong evidence that
perception of contract breach can have significant implications for employee attitudes and
4

behaviors such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and performance of OCB
(Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson et al., 1995; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Robinson,
1996; Turnley & Feldman, 1999). More specifically, Turnley and Feldman (1999) suggest that
the individual response to the breach of contract will be dependent on the nature of that contract.
The present research will explore the differences that may exist between perceived
administrative breach and perceived professional breach.
Theoretical Framework
The employee/employer relationship is built on social exchange. At its most basic,
employers exchange money for an employee’s labor. As long as the employer continues to meet
the employee’s expectations, the employee will continue to labor at the expected level. Should
the employer fail to fulfill the employee’s expectations that employee may respond by
decreasing their input to the organization. Blau (1964) suggests that individuals involved in a
positive social exchange are motivated to repay that positive behavior in order to further their
own self-interests. For example, if the employee repays positive organizational behavior by
performing OCB they will improve the chance that the organization will continue or repeat its
positive behavior. Accordingly, social exchange theory provides a firm theoretical base for the
proposed relationship between psychological contract type and OCB (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway,
2005; Rousseau, 1995).
A natural outgrowth of the social exchange theory is that of the group value model. This
perspective asserts that individuals are concerned about their social relationships with institutions
and view these relationships as important (Tyler, 1989). Stated differently, “group identification
is psychologically rewarding” (Tyler, 1989, p. 831). Individuals define themselves in respect to
the similarities they may have with others in a particular group. They may classify themselves
5

and others into a number of different social categories such as organizational or professional
memberships, religious groups, race, or age (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). When individuals define
themselves based on group membership (their social identity), they will perceive that their
individual goals may be categorically interchangeable with other group members (Haslam,
Jetten, & Waghorn, 2009). Therefore, the individuals will work to advance group goals as their
own. The higher their group identification, the more the individual will sacrifice for these goals.
However, each individual may have a number of different identities ranging from those with
clear-cut definitions like that of a chemistry professor to those more abstract in nature such as
that of an American (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosie, 2002). This is a meaningful distinction since
these different perceptions may be dominant at differing times depending on which are the most
salient (Crisp & Hewstone, 2001; Ellemers et al., 2002; Haslam, & Turner, 1992). The fact that
each individual may have multiple identities, which are more or less salient across situations,
suggests that identity salience is a noteworthy determinant of OCB.
Advocates of the group value model also suggest that the way the organization treats its
employees is significant because it conveys vital identity information to that employee
(Restubog, Hornsey, Bordia & Esposo, 2008). Ashforth and Mael (1989) suggest that
individuals may actually integrate the attributes of their organization into their definitions of self.
Should the employer behave in an equitable and respectful manner the employee will feel valued
as a group member and develop a stronger group identity. While inequitable or unfair treatment
may indicate that the employee is not valued causing the employee to identify less with that
particular group.
Drawing on the theoretical roots of both social exchange theory and social identity
theory, equity theory suggests that people evaluate relationships by assessing the ratio of their
6

outputs and inputs to that relationship in comparison with others. Should they perceive this ratio
to be unequal the individual will experience distress and work to restore that balance (Adams,
1963, 1965; Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987). Based on equity theory, Huseman et al. (1987)
proposed the equity sensitivity construct suggesting that individuals react in a consistent but
individually different ways to inequities. Equity sensitivity was initially conceptualized as a
continuum with three points –benevolent, entitlement, and equity sensitive, with the anchors of
this continuum as benevolence and entitlement. Benevolent individuals are givers. They are most
content when their outcomes to inputs ratios are lower than their comparison other (Huseman et
al., 1987). On the other end of the continuum, entitleds are takers. They are most content when
their outcome to inputs ratio is higher than their comparison other (Huseman et al., 1987). Equity
sensitives are those individuals who prefer their inputs and outputs to be balanced.
Early work in equity theory and equity sensitivity demonstrated that employee job
performance might change in relation to the employee’s perceptions of inequitable outcomes
(Moorman, 1991). Bing and Burroughs (2001) confirmed the idea of a relationship between
equity sensitivity and in-role job performance demonstrating that as the individual level of
benevolence increased the job performance increased. As it relates to the equity sensitivity
continuum, Organ (1988) suggested OCB could be considered as an input for one’s equity ratio.
Thus by increasing or decreasing the amount of OCB an employee performs, they could achieve
a balance in their equity ratio.
Pharmacy Faculty
Pharmacy faculty members are the subject of interest for this study. This population is
extremely diverse thereby providing a rich source of information regarding the constructs of
interest. The domain of pharmacy encompasses knowledge of chemistry, pharmacology,
7

pharmaceutics, therapeutics, as well as the social and administrative sciences. From these
knowledge areas, the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) identifies five
academic sub-disciplines of pharmacy; chemistry, biological sciences, pharmaceutics, pharmacy
practice, and social or administrative sciences. The backgrounds and daily responsibilities of
pharmacy faculty are very diverse both within and across these sub-disciplines. Individual
faculty members may vary in their educational backgrounds, licensure status, and job
responsibilities. For example, pharmacy faculty may or may not have a degree in pharmacy. It is
just as likely that they have a discipline specific degree such as economics, chemistry, or
management. Of those with a pharmacy degree, they may or may not have an active pharmacist
license, and may or may not be actively practicing pharmacy. Additionally, the formal education
the faculty members received may have been provided in the United States or another country
making licensure issues more complex.
Pharmacy faculty members often have unique job responsibilities as well. In addition to
teaching responsibilities, many pharmacy faculty members also have research, clinical, practice,
or administrative responsibilities. These responsibilities may vary between and within subdisciplines as well as between and within schools of pharmacy with some faculty being dedicated
full-time to their research, clinical, practice, or administrative responsibilities. These
responsibilities may influence the identity salience of those individuals who perform them.
Significance and Study Contributions
The purpose of this research was twofold. First, the research explored the effects that
discipline, educational background, and pharmacist status have on organizational citizenship
behaviors. Second, it tested the effects of the type of perceived psychological contract breach,
equity sensitivity, and identity salience on an important employee outcome, namely
8

organizational citizenship behaviors. More precisely, the effect of equity sensitivity on the
relationships between identity salience (discipline or school), type of perceived contract breach
(administrative or professional) and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors
toward the school of pharmacy by pharmacy school faculty was examined.
This study provides a unique contribution to management research with the exploration
of equity sensitivity as a moderator of the relationships between psychological contract type,
identity salience, and the performance of OCB. The study also contributes to management
theory development by drawing on social identity theory, social exchange theory, and the group
value model to demonstrate the complementarity of these distinct and well-researched theories.
Moreover, the present study furthers the higher education research stream by addressing the
contribution of faculty members to the overall outcome of the university through the
performance of OCB. Lastly, Bunderson et al. (2000 and 2001) call for further examination of
the generalizability of professional and administrative breach typology across professional
settings. This research answers that call by examining the typology in a unique professional
setting –that of academia.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Social Exchange Theory
Social exchange theory (SET) is one of the most influential theoretical paradigms used to
understand and explain human behaviors at work (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). At its base,
exchange theory has the concepts of rewards, resources, and costs. Both resources and rewards
are used to describe the benefits related to a social exchange. They are the satisfaction or
gratification gained from being in a social exchange relationship (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
Resources in SET are defined as the commodities, which are behaviorally transmitted during an
exchange (Delamater, 2003). Drawing on the field of economics, Blau (1964) suggests that the
costs associated with the exchange relationship may involve punishments or other negative
experiences, the energy spent, or rewards that were missed (opportunity costs) by choosing one
behavior over another. Blau (1964) asserts that social exchange is the central process of social
life underlying the relations between both individuals and groups.
A classic social exchange relationship and the object of much research is that of
employee and employer. According to SET, a positive employee/employer relationship evolves
over time into one of mutual commitments when both parties abide by certain rules of exchange
(Blau, 1964). These rules may be purely economic in nature or they may involve more social
terms. They act as guidelines of the exchange process (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Perhaps
the most widely recognized exchange rule is that of reciprocity or repayment in kind. Blau’s
10

(1964) writings focused on reciprocity within the exchange and the subsequent social
interactions. He suggests that individuals are motivated in this social exchange to further their
own self-interests. If this is the case, should an employee fail to reciprocate positive behaviors
from the organization he is then at risk of forfeiting that positive organizational behavior in the
future (Restubog et al., 2008).
This rule of reciprocity indicates that an action by one party will lead to a response by the
other party. For example, should an organization engage in supportive and positive behaviors
toward the employee then the employee, in turn, will respond in a positive manner (performance
of OCB for example) toward that employer. The employee will continue to repay positive
organizational behavior by continuing to respond in a positive manner and by continuing to
perform OCB. This continued performance of OCB will improve the chance that the
organization will continue or repeat its positive behavior. Naturally, the opposite scenario is
also possible. In this case, the employer fails to live up to the employee’s expectations (as with a
breach of psychological contract) therefore, that employee no longer feels obligated to engage in
positive organizational behavior. These examples demonstrate how social exchange theory
provides a firm theoretical base for the proposed relationship between OCB and psychological
contract type.
Group Value Model
A natural outgrowth of the social exchange theory is that of the group value model. This
perspective asserts that individuals view their relationships with institutions as important (Tyler,
1989). We know that individuals may classify themselves and others into a number of different
social categories such as organizational or professional memberships, religious groups, race, or
age (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). When individuals strongly identify with a particular group, thus
11

creating their social identity, they may perceive that their individual goals are categorically
interchangeable with other group members (Haslam et al., 2009). As such, the individual will
work to advance group goals as his or her own. The higher their group identification, the more
the individual will sacrifice for the group’s goals. However, each individual may have a number
of different identities ranging from those with clear-cut definitions like that of a chemistry
professor to those more abstract in nature such as that of an American (Ellemers et al., 2002).
This is a considerable distinction since these different perceptions may be important at differing
times depending on which identity is the most salient (Crisp & Hewstone, 2001; Ellemers et al.,
2002; Haslam & Turner, 1992). The fact that each individual may have multiple identities that
are more or less salient across situations suggests that identity salience is an important
determinant of OCB.
Advocates of the group value model also suggest that the way the organization treats its
employees is significant as it communicates important identity related information to that
employee (Restubog et al., 2008). Should the employer behave in a equitable and positive
manner the employee is will feel valued as a group member and develop a stronger group
identity. On the other hand, unjust or unfair treatment may indicate that the employee is not
valued causing the employee to identify less with that particular group. Employee identification
has been found to correlate with the performance of OCB (Riketta, 2005; Restubog et al., 2008)
thus suggesting that the group value model is an appropriate foundation with which to test the
relationship between identity and the performance of OCB.
Drawing on the theoretical roots of both social exchange theory and social identity
theory, equity theory suggests that people evaluate relationships by assessing the ratio of their
outputs and inputs to that relationship in comparison with others. Should they perceive this ratio
12

to be unequal the individual will experience distress and work to restore that balance (Adams,
1963, 1965; Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987). From equity theory, grew the idea of equity
sensitivity (Huseman et al. 1987). Equity sensitivity was initially conceptualized as a continuum
with three points –benevolent, entitlement, and equity sensitive, with the anchors of this
continuum as benevolence and entitlement. Generally speaking, benevolent individuals are
givers. They are most content when their outcomes to inputs ratios are lower than their
comparison other (Huseman et al., 1987). On the other end of the continuum, entitleds are takers.
They are most content when their outcome to inputs ratio is higher than their comparison other
(Huseman et al., 1987). Equity sensitives are those individuals who prefer their inputs and
outputs to be balanced.
Early work in this area demonstrated that an employee’s job performance might change
in relation to the employee’s perceptions of inequitable outcomes (Moorman, 1991). Bing and
Burroughs (2001) confirmed the idea of a relationship between equity sensitivity and in-role job
performance demonstrating that as the individual level of benevolence increased the job
performance increased. As it relates to the equity sensitivity continuum, Organ (1988) suggested
OCB could be considered as an input for one’s equity ratio. Thus by increasing or decreasing the
amount of OCB an employee performs, they could achieve a balance in their equity ratio.
Drawing on both SET and the group value model the current research will test the effects
of the type of perceived psychological contract breach, identity salience, and equity sensitivity
on the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. More precisely, the effect of equity
sensitivity on the relationships between identity salience, type of perceived contract breach
(administrative or professional) and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors
toward the school of pharmacy by pharmacy school faculty will be examined. Figure 1 illustrates
13

the relationships that were examined.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
Bateman and Organ first discussed the idea of organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCB) in the work context in 1983. The authors conceptualized OCB as a array of behaviors
related to compliance, altruism, dependability, housecleaning, complaints, waste, cooperation,
punctuality, criticism of and arguing with others. These behaviors are discretionary, extra-role
behaviors that contribute to organizational effectiveness yet, are not required by the organization
(Moorman, 1991). The term discretionary is explained by Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie
(2006) as “specific behavior in a specific context that is not an absolute requirement of the job.”
(p9) The person will not necessarily be rewarded or punished for the provision or failure to
provide this function.
14

OCB has received an abundance of attention from organizational researchers. Of the
many different conceptualizations of OCB, there are two that have received the most empirical
attention; the Organ model developed in 1988 and the Williams and Anderson model developed
in 1991 (Podsakoff et al., 2009). Organ’s model is composed of five unique factors which
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter (1990, p115) describe as:


“Altruism-Discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping a specific other
person with an organizationally relevant task or problem.



Conscientiousness-Discretionary behaviors on the part of the employee that go
well beyond the minimum role requirements of the organization in the areas of
attendance, obeying rules and regulations, taking breaks, and so forth.



Sportsmanship-Willingness of the employee to tolerate less than ideal
circumstances without complaining.



Courtesy-Discretionary behavior on the part of an individual aimed at preventing
work-related problems with others from occurring.



Civic Virtue-Behavior on the part of an individual that indicates that he/she
responsibly participates in, is involved in, or is concerned about the life of the
company.”

Williams and Anderson (1991) divided OCB’s into two distinct categories: those
behaviors aimed at benefiting a particular individual (OCBI) and those behaviors directed toward
the benefit of the organization as a whole (OCBO). The OCBO model encompasses ideas like
organizational loyalty, endorsing, supporting and defending the organization, and job dedication
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Graham, 1991; VanScotter & Motowidlo, 1996). The Organ five-
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factor model, as compared to the William and Anderson model, is a more conventional and
inclusive model. As such, the Organ conceptualization will be used to explore pharmacy faculty
members’ perceptions of breach and their subsequent performance of OCB.
A key component of Organ’s conceptualization of OCB is that over time, these behaviors
will enhance overall organizational performance. According to Podsakoff et al. (2000), OCB
may contribute to success by enhancing coworker or managerial productivity, freeing resources
for productive purposes, reducing the need to allocate resources to maintenance, serving as a
means of coordinating activities, enhancing the organizations ability to attract and retain skilled
employees, enhancing the stability of the organization’s performance and its ability to adapt to
environmental changes. The empirical work done in this area supports this fundamental
assumption (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994).
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors in Academia
There has been a substantial amount of research dedicated to deepening our
understanding of employee extra-role behaviors. Through this research, it has become evident
that these extra-role behaviors are important determinants of organizational and individual
outcomes such as effectiveness, efficiency, satisfaction, and productivity (Erturk, 2007).
Interestingly, despite our knowledge of the positive impact of OCB, there has been very little
research of this construct in the academic work setting.
Three research articles were found during the review of literature in which faculty or
academicians were the subject of study. The first was Latham and Skarlicki (1995). This article
focused on 47 business school faculty in order to examine the situational and patterned
behavioral description interview techniques in relation to OCB. In 2000, Kline, Sulsky, and
Rever-Moriyama used the OCB construct to demonstrate how bivariate correlations between
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items in self-report measures can assist in the differentiation of model specification errors and
common method variance. More recently, Erturk (2007) explored the role of justice and trust in
the enhancement of OCB of university academicians in Turkey.
Academicians have a wide variety of responsibilities related to teaching, research, and
service. These responsibilities involve complicated decision-making processes and professional
reasoning. Faculty members study extensively in order to master their specialty area and
perform their work autonomously. These unique qualities make the performance of OCB an
interesting yet challenging aspect of the academician’s overall performance in the university
setting.
Psychological Contracts
The employment relationship can be conceptualized as consisting of two distinct
contracts. The first is a legal contract explicating service requirements and remuneration
responsibilities of the employee and the employer. The second is an unwritten contract which
refers to the behavioral expectations that are not explicitly covered in the formal, legal contract.
Argyris (1960) has been credited with the first use of the terminology psychological contract in
reference to the unwritten contract between employees and employers (Anderson & Schalk,
1998). Argyris used the term in passing to describe mutual obligations that go beyond the legal
contract. More recently, Rousseau defined this contract as “individual beliefs, shaped by the
organization, regarding terms of an exchange agreement between individuals and their
organization” (Rousseau, 1995, p9). The current research adopts Rousseau’s (1995) definition of
psychological contracts. As previously noted, the definition offered is grounded in exchange
theory. Researchers have successfully utilized exchange relationships as a framework to
understand the relationship between employees and their employer as early as 1920 (Cole17

Shapiro & Conway, 2005; Conway & Briner, 2002; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Parks, Kidder
& Gallagher, 1998).
A noteworthy aspect of the definition of psychological contract is the inclusion of
individual perceptions and expectations as well as promises and obligations, suggesting that an
individual’s perceptions of the employment relationship and the psychological contract play an
important role in the employer/employee relationship (Milward & Hopkins 1998; Purvis &
Cropler, 2003; Rousseau, 1990). The idea that individual beliefs are important in the
employment relationship is not a new one. Chester Barnard suggested that employees could be
influenced toward loyalty to the organization by both material and non-material incentives
(Barnard, 1938). He goes on to state that business decisions are not driven only by economic
motives. Instead, decision makers are driven by much more than economic motivators such as
“prestige, competitive reputation, social philosophy, philanthropic interests…” (Barnard, 1948,
p.15). Many of Barnard’s early ideas can be seen in the writings describing psychological
contracts.
Contract Typologies
There is some discussion in the literature on the form a psychological contract may take.
Various typologies have been developed and discussed in the literature (Tipples, 2007). Two of
these are particularly relevant to the current research. First is the distinction between relational
and transactional contracts. Conventional thought indicates that the contract may fall somewhere
on a continuum between the two (McNeil, 1985; Rousseau, 1989). Transactional contracts
usually contain term limits or time restrictions, specific economic conditions, relatively low
emotional investment and are not ambiguous. On the other end of that continuum relational
contracts tend to be open-ended without time limitations, dynamic and subject to change, and
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there is often an emotional as well as economic exchange.
Rousseau (1995; 2000) explains the more recent views of psychological contracts as a
multidimensional model considering both length of the relationship and the specificity of that
relationship. In this model, there is the addition of the transitional and the balanced contract
types. Transitional contracts are reflective of organizational flux: mergers, acquisitions,
downsizing, and other dramatic changes that are occurring. Within a balanced contract, there is a
high degree of member commitment and mutual support. While the multi- dimensionality of the
contract type is intriguing, the transitional aspect of this model is not often present in the
university setting. Therefore, it is the opinion of this researcher that the addition of the balanced
and transitional contract type does not help to explain the pharmacy faculty work outcome of
interest. The present study will focus on a derivative of the two traditional contract types.
The typology of interest for this research project is that of Bunderson (2001) which
suggests that an employee’s psychological contract is influenced by the competing professional
and administrative work ideologies found in a professional work setting. Daily work is based on
these different work ideologies, however in industry where knowledge based work is of primary
importance the employee is often affected by both professional and administrative work. These
competing ideologies become very important in determining how employees view their
psychological contract.
The differences between professional and administrative ideologies have a prominent
place in the study of organizations (Bunderson et al., 2000). However, there are few
examinations of an individual’s underlying or unspoken mental model. By making explicit the
typically unspoken thought processes researchers will be better able to understand the way
employees make sense of the work place. Bunderson et al. (2000) developed this typology by
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focusing on the internal and external components of both the administrative and professional
organizational categories. Broadly speaking, professional models of organization emphasize
technical competence, commitment to work, collegiality, and service while administrative
models focus on bureaucracy, commitment to the organization, and efficiency (Bunderson et al.,
2000; Van Maanen & Barley, 1984). For a more detailed description of these two categories
please see Bunderson’s (2001) comparison of the administrative and professional ideologies an
adaption of which can be found in Table 1.
Psychological Contracts in Knowledge Work
Perhaps there is no more stereotypical knowledge professional than the university
faculty member. Recognizing this truism, O’Neil, Krivokapic-Skoko & Dowell (2010) explored
the contents of the psychological contract between faculty and their university. Their findings
were similar to that of O’Donohue, Sheehan, Hecker & Holland (2007) in that there was a
difference between the importance placed on transactional and relational aspects of the contract
by faculty members than what the researchers expected. The motivation and level of
commitment by academics to the university was found to be highly variable, suggesting that
university leadership must begin to understand and adapt to the needs of this population in order
to ensure the ongoing success of their organization.
Although research on psychological contracts in general is well developed, there has been
very little work on this topic in the academic setting. The work that has been conducted in this
setting has been outside of the United States. Newton (2002) researched issues related to trust,
collegiality, and accountability when interviewing ten scientists from an Australian scientific
research and development organization. Tipples (2007) focused on psychological contracts in
New Zealand and Australia. Dabos and Rousseau (2004) examined the employee relationship at
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a bioscience university in Latin America and identified the way mutuality and reciprocity
develops and ultimately contributes the organization’s success. The current research seeks to
extend the understanding of psychological contract by examining the unique way university
faculty interprets contract breach.
Psychological Contract Breach
The research on psychological contracts is quite diverse. There has been research in the
nature, antecedents, consequences, and content of the contract. However, the research stream
most relevant to the current project is that of violation or breach of contract. While these terms
are often used interchangeably, it is important to understand the conceptual differences in the
terms violation and breach. Violation has been defined as the perception that the employer has
not fulfilled one or more obligations in the individual’s psychological contract (Morrison &
Robinson, 1997; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison,1995; Rousseau &
McLean-Parks, 1993). This view of violation implies that individuals take stock of what they
have received in comparison to what they perceive they were promised. A second common
definition of violation invokes more emotion where the “victim experiences anger, resentment, a
sense of injustice and wrongful harm" (Rousseau, 1989). Given these definitions, Morrison and
Robinson (1997) make the distinction between violation and perceived breach. The authors
suggest that perceived breach refers to the cognition that the organization has not met one or
more of the employee’s expected obligations while violation is that of strong emotional
experience associated with a failure of the organization to fulfill an expected obligation.
Although highly related, it is the cognitive (as opposed to emotional) processes of perceived
breach that will be most useful in the present research.
There is strong evidence that perception of contract breach can have significant
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implications for employee attitudes and behaviors such as job satisfaction, organizational
commitment and performance of OCB (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison,
1995; Turnley & Feldman, 1999). More specifically, Turnley and Feldman (1999) suggest that
the individual response to the breach of contract will be dependent on the transactional or
relational nature of the contract. Subsequent research found that the extent of contract
fulfillment was positively related to the performance of OCB (Turnley, Bolino, Lester, &
Bloodgood, 2003). More specifically, Restubog et al. (2006) argue that the breach of one’s
psychological contract will decrease the civic virtue behaviors. Consistent with previous
research, Restubog and colleagues (2006) found differences in the results when comparing
transactional and relational obligations (Robinson, & Rousseau, 1994; Turnley et al., 2003).
Their research revealed that a relational breach was associated with less civic virtue behavior
while a transactional breach was not. Because the administrative ideology discussed earlier
involves primarily transactional exchanges and the professional ideology involves more
relational exchanges, it stands to reason that perceived administrative breaches would differ from
perceived professional breaches in the employees’ behaviors and attitudes. Thus, the following
hypotheses are proposed:
H1

Perceived administrative breach with the school of pharmacy will be unrelated to
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward their School of Pharmacy.

H2

Perceived professional breach with the school of pharmacy will be negatively related to
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors by pharmacy faculty toward their
School of Pharmacy.

Equity Sensitivity
Drawing on the theoretical roots of social identity theory, equity theory asserts four basic
tenets: 1) people evaluate their relationships by assessing the ratio of their outcomes from and
22

their inputs to the relationship against this same ratio of some referent other; 2) if the
outcome/input ratios of the individual and referent other are perceived to be unequal then
inequity exists; 3) the greater the perceived inequity the more distress the person experiences
(this applies to both cases of over-reward and under-reward); and 4) the greater the distress, the
harder the individual will work to restore equity in turn, reducing their stress (Adams, 1963,
1965; Huseman et al., 1987).
This theory assumes that everyone experiences inequity similarly, often stated as the
norm of equity. Building on this idea, Huseman et al. (1987) proposed the equity sensitivity
construct suggesting that individuals react in consistent but individually different ways to both
perceived and real inequity. Equity sensitivity was initially conceptualized as a continuum with
three points –benevolent, entitlement, and equity sensitive, with the anchors of this continuum as
benevolence and entitlement. Benevolent individuals are givers. They are most content when
their outcomes to inputs ratios are lower than their comparison other (Huseman et al., 1987). On
the other hand, entitleds are takers. They are most content when their outcome to inputs ratio is
higher than their comparison other (Huseman et al., 1987).
Early work in equity theory and equity sensitivity demonstrated that employee job
performance might change in relation to the employee’s perceptions of inequitable outcomes
(Moorman, 1991). Bing and Burroughs (2001) confirmed the idea of a relationship between
equity sensitivity and in-role job performance such that as the individual level of benevolence
increased the job performance increased. As it relates to the equity sensitivity continuum, Organ
(1988) suggested OCB could be considered as an input for one’s equity ratio. Thus by
increasing or decreasing the amount of OCB an employee performs, they could achieve a
balance in that ratio. This type of performance modification is much safer than changing their
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performance of any of the more formal role requirements (Moorman, 1991).
Early organizational citizenship researchers focused on perceptions of justice and fairness
as a predictor of the performance of OCB (Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; Moorman, 1991,
Organ & Moorman, 1993). Their idea was that if the organization was viewed as fair, employees
would be more likely to perform OCB. Since that time, researchers have confirmed the strength
of the relationship between perceptions of justice or fairness and the performance of OCB
(Blakely et al., 2005; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Moorman, 1991; Organ & Ryan, 1995;
Podsakoff et al., 2000). Interestingly, there are some findings suggesting that there are
differences among individuals regarding the types of inputs that are considered ‘fair’ (Organ,
1990). For example, some people may believe that fair pay raises would be based on
productivity, while others would put emphasis on effort, still others may consider external
market pay, thus complicating the relationship.
According to equity theory, benevolent individuals are natural givers, while those who
feel entitled are less likely to give. Benevolent individuals have a greater tolerance for underreward and prefer their ratios of outcome to inputs to be less than a referent other. Entitled
individuals, on the other hand, are more focused on outcomes. They prefer that their outcomes to
inputs ratio be greater than others. Those who act in accordance with Adams’ (1965)
conceptualization of equity are called equity sensitives and prefer balance in the input outcomes
ratio. Because OCB are done often with no foreseeable reward, it is unlikely that entitled
individuals will perform these types of behavior. There have also been consistent results in under
and over-reward situations where benevolent individuals have the highest level of job
satisfaction and are willing to work harder for less pay (Huseman, Hatfileld, & Miles, 1985;
Miles, Hatfiled, & Huseman, 1989). Because it is evident that benevolent individuals have a
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greater tolerance for under-reward and because OCB’s are often not formally rewarded, it is
suggested that benevolents will perform more OCB than both equity sensitives and entitleds.
H3

Equity sensitivity will be positively related to the performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy. That is, faculty with higher Equity
Sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation) will engage in more organizational citizenship
behaviors than faculty with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation).

The Interactive Effects of Equity Sensitivity
As previously discussed, equity sensitivity is a continuous variable referring to individual
difference characteristics related to under or over reward situations. Anchoring one end of this
continuum are the benevolent individuals who prefer to give more than receive and anchoring the
other end are those entitled individuals who prefer to receive more than they give. Because those
with an entitled orientation are less tolerant of under reward (Huseman, 1987), they will tend to
monitor the employment relationship carefully in order to ensure the appropriate return for their
contributions. Entitled individuals will be more likely to recognize broken promises or breaches
in psychological contracts than their benevolent counterparts. Given Organ’s (1988) assertion
that by changing the amount of OCB’s an employee performs, they could achieve a balance in
their input to output ratio, it stands to reason that should the entitled individual perceive a
psychological breach they would decrease their performance of OCB.
Further, it is evident from the previous discussion that perception of contract breach can
have significant implications for employee attitudes and behaviors (Robinson & Rousseau,1994;
Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Turnley & Feldman, 1999). We also know that perceptions of
breach are influenced by the nature of the contract (Turnley & Feldman, 1999). The nature of
the contract breach considered in the current study is dichotomized as administrative and
professional. Therefore, it follows that there may be differences in employee behaviors between
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these categories.
A differentiating feature of the administrative and professional ideologies is the nature of
the contract, i.e. transactional or relational. It has been demonstrated in the literature that those
with an entitled orientation tend to place greater emphasis on material rewards, such as pay, than
do those with benevolent orientations (Miles et al., 1994). Based on this information it follows
that entitled and benevolent individuals will differ in the way they interpret the breach of a
psychological contract. In other words, equity sensitivity orientation is likely to affect the
relationship between perceived administrative and professional breach and the performance of
OCB. This assertion leads to the following hypotheses:
H4

Equity sensitivity will interact with perceived administrative breach with the school of
pharmacy such that administrative breach will have a greater negative association with
the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy
for those with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation) than faculty with
higher Equity Sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation).

H5

Equity sensitivity will interact with perceived professional breach with the school of
pharmacy such that professional breach will have a greater negative association with the
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for
faculty with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation) than faculty with higher
Equity Sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation).

Social Identity
Social identity theory (SIT) explains how individuals define their social identity by
enhancing their positive self-image through group membership (Tajifel, Billig, Bundy &
Flament, 1971). The levels of identity are important to understand. The first level is that of
personal or individual identity. At this level, individuals define themselves as different from
other individuals within the group (Haslam, Powell, & Turner, 2000). Individual identity is
comprised of those things that are unique to that person such as physical attributes, abilities, and
psychological attributes (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). After this identification, individuals will
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define themselves in more social terms. This social identity is a result of group classifications.
Individuals define themselves in respect to the similarities they may have with others in the
group. They may classify themselves and others into a number of different social categories
such as organizational memberships, religious groups, race, or age (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).
Individuals will attempt to maintain their positive self-esteem by exploiting differences between
the group in which they belong and another group to which they do not belong (Tajifel et al.,
1971). This classification provides order to the social environment and enables the individual to
define himself within that environment (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).
Self-categorization theory (SCT) takes the ideas of social identity theory one step further
by explaining how people develop and maintain their social identity. This theory has a broader
cognitive agenda or scope than does SIT. SCT asserts that people can and do categorize
themselves on three distinct levels: on a subordinate level as individuals, on an intermediate level
as a group member, or on a superordinate level as humans (Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher, &
Christ, 2005). Social categorization accentuates the similarity of group members such that the
individual is no longer seen as unique. Instead, the individual now embodies the prototypical
group member (Hogg & Terry, 2000). The idea of self-categorization explains the
depersonalization of self. In other words, as the individual’s identity becomes more aligned with
group membership, that individual will begin to think and act as the prototypical group member.
The depersonalized self-categorization is reflected in the way individuals perceive their
motivations and opinions as “psychologically interchangeable” with other individuals within the
same group (Haslam et al., 2000). Individual identity can be defined in terms of distinctive
characteristics or attributes but as a group member, self is defined by the shared attributes of the
group (Haslam, 2004).
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The combination of SIT and SCT (the social identity approach) provides a strong
explanatory framework for organizational behavior that considers both the individual
psychological processes and the social context in which the behavior occurs. This combination
approach asserts that when individuals define themselves on the basis of group membership
(their social identity) they will perceive that their individual goals may be categorically
interchangeable with other group members (Haslam et al., 2009). As such, the individual will
work to advance group goals as his or her own. The higher their group identification, the more
the individual will sacrifice for these goals. These sacrifices may be in the form of acts of
altruism or citizenship (Tyler & Blader, 2003; Van Dick et al., 2004). Haslam and colleagues
(2009) confirmed this idea when they found that social identification with a group was a
predictor of their work attitudes and their citizenship behaviors.
Identity Salience
Previously, the idea of social identity salience has been concerned with the differentiation
between an individual’s social and individual identities. That is, when will an employee act as a
part of a group (department member or organizational member) and when will that employee act
as an individual? It has been suggested that this determination is a function of the degree to
which a social category matches the individual’s perceived reality (Bruner, 1957, Oakes, Turner
& Haslam, 1991). Haslam et al. (2000) proposes that identity salience is comprised of a
comparative and normative component. Comparative fit, or the degree of the differences
between group members, is perceived to be less than the difference between group members and
those not in the group (Haslam et al., 2000). An example of comparative fit is that members of a
given group will be more likely to identify themselves with that group if the group is more
focused on external comparisons or competition than on internal competition.
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Normative fit is based on the content of the social categories. This is beyond the idea of
comparative fit. The differences between the comparison groups must not only be greater
between groups but the very nature of the difference must be consistent with the individual’s
preconceived ideas. An interesting implication of the idea of normative fit is that because people
prefer to present themselves in a positive light (Tajifel & Turner, 1979), the normative fit of a
given category will likely be higher than the comparative fit. In other words, people are more
likely to define themselves by a particular group if that group does something meaningful for
them or of which they are proud (Haslam et al., 2000).
In addition to the normative and comparative fit, individual readiness or accessibility is
also important in the determination of identity salience (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994). These
prior expectations are related to previous experiences with groups and group membership. The
primary implication of identity salience is that it encompasses both the individual’s experience as
well as the context of that experience. As such, salience is not a fixed personality characteristic
(Haslam et al., 2000; Turner, 1999).
Each individual can have a wide range of social identities which may range from those
that have clear cut definitions and borders like that of a chemistry professor to those which
encompass a wider and possibly more abstract category such as that of an American (Ellemers et
al., 2002). This is an important distinction because these different perceptions may be important
at differing times depending on which are the most salient (Crisp & Hewstone, 2001; Ellemers et
al., 2002; Haslam & Turner, 1992). Further, these differences will vary between group members
depending on their personal identities. Ellemers and colleagues (2002) suggest that the level of
commitment to a group will influence the behavior of individuals within that group.
Identity salience and social identification feed one another. Haslam (2004, p.272) states
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that these constructs are “dynamically interrelated”. While they may in fact be interrelated, it is
important to recognize their subtle differences. Social identity is a reflection of a long lasting
identification with the group while identity salience is more situation specific (Rousseau, 1998).
Salience is a person’s reaction in a particular context. In other words, which identity is dominant
varies by situation. For example, at work the professor identity may be dominant while at a
social event, the mother identity may be dominant. Another way to think of salience is that it is
the likelihood that a particular identity will be activated (Burke & Stets, 2009). Previous (as well
as current) conditions contribute to the situation specific state of the individual, which in turn
contribute to their long-term identity. This relationship between identity and salience is depicted
below in Figure 2.
Figure 2. The Interrelationship between Social Identity and Identity Salience
(Adapted from Haslam, 2004)
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Professional Identity
Previous research has investigated the concept of professional identity. Moore and
Hofman (1988) consider professional identity to be the extent to which an individual believes his
or her professional role is important and in harmony with other roles. According to Van Dick et
al. (2005) individuals may identify with a particular career, with unique subunits within an
organization, or with the larger organization. As has been previously discussed, employees may
identify with several different groups simultaneously. The extent to which they identify with
each is a function of the salience of that position. That identification has been shown to predict
employee attitudes and behaviors (Van Dick & Wagner, 2002).
Research related to group productivity and individual job performance has provided
mixed results. As early as 1949, Mayo suggested that work groups themselves could be the
source of inefficiency or great organizational output. Consistent with this dichotomy, his
research of aircraft workers demonstrated that some departments were extremely productive
while others were not. He notes that members of the productive work groups identified
themselves with the pronoun “we” while others in the workplace used the word “I”. His research
led him to believe that group solidarity is very important to group productivity. The social
identity approach suggests that when individuals define themselves as group members their
performance of group tasks should be enhanced. Further, Donnellon (1996) suggest that the key
to productivity is whether the form of their individual contribution is based upon a shared social
identity. It stands to reason, then, that individual behavior placing the groups’ goals above the
individual goals and behaviors that exceed formal expectations will be performed based on the
degree of social identity one feels for his or her group. Therefore, the following hypotheses are
suggested.
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H6

Discipline identity salience will be unrelated to performance of organizational citizenship
behaviors by faculty toward their School of Pharmacy.

H7

School identity salience will be positively related to performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors by faculty toward their School of Pharmacy.

The Interactive Effects of Equity Sensitivity
As previously stated, those with an entitled orientation are less tolerant of under reward
(Huseman et al., 1987) and will tend to monitor the employment relationship carefully. Entitled
individuals will be more likely to underperform or perform behaviors that are consistent with
their job descriptions. Given Organ’s (1988) assertion that by changing the amount of OCB’s an
employee performs, they could achieve a balance in their input to output ratio, it stands to reason
that entitled individuals will be less likely to perform OCB regardless of their identity. In other
words, equity sensitivity orientation is likely to affect the relationship between social identity
salience and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors.
H8

Equity sensitivity will interact with discipline identity salience such that discipline
identity salience will have will have a greater positive association with the performance
of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for those with
higher equity sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation) as compared to those with lower
equity sensitivity scores (entitled orientation).

H9

Equity sensitivity will interact with school identity salience such that school identity
salience will have a greater positive association with the performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for those with higher equity
sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation) as compared to those with lower equity
sensitivity scores (entitled orientation).
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CHAPTER III
METHODS
Sample
The population of interest for this project, broadly stated, is pharmacy school faculty
members. Prior to discussing specific sampling procedures, it is helpful to have an
understanding of the population from which the sample was generated. Singleton and Straits
(2005) suggest that defining the study population is a two-step process. First, the target
population was identified and then a sample frame was developed.
The general label, “pharmacy school faculty,” does not fully describe the population of
interest. The domain of pharmacy encompasses knowledge of chemistry, pharmacology,
pharmaceutics, therapeutics, as well as the social and administrative sciences. From these
knowledge areas, the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) identifies five
academic sub-disciplines of pharmacy: chemistry, biological sciences, pharmaceutics, pharmacy
practice, and social or administrative sciences. All of these sub-disciplines have been considered
within the target population.
In addition to teaching responsibilities, many pharmacy faculty members also have
research or administrative responsibilities. These responsibilities may vary both between and
within sub-disciplines and between and within schools of pharmacy with some faculty being
dedicated full-time to their administrative responsibilities and some with very little
administrative responsibility. These responsibilities may influence the identity salience of those
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individuals who perform them. As such, these job responsibilities have been assessed and
accounted for in the statistical analysis.
The AACP provides descriptive reports profiling pharmacy faculty. Within the 20092010 report there were nine faculty rankings identified: Dean, Associate Dean, Assistant Dean,
Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, Instructor, Lecturer and Librarian. This
project included all faculty ranks except that of Dean and Librarian. Those holding the Dean
position act as the leader of the school of pharmacy and as such will likely not experience breach
with the school. Deans are more likely to experience a breach with the larger University system,
which is not the focus of the current study. Those holding the position of Librarian were also
excluded, as these individuals are likely to have very few teaching or research responsibilities.
Stage 1 - Exploratory
Approval from the University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) was
granted prior to data collection for this stage of the project.
Measurement Instruments
In order to test the hypotheses, four constructs (equity sensitivity, organizational
citizenship behaviors, identity salience, and type of psychological contract breach) were
measured and pertinent demographic information collected. Each of the constructs of interest has
been the object of previous research. As such, there have been scales developed that are reliable
and valid in particular population settings. However, these scales have not been used in the
pharmacy faculty population. Because of this, the Bunderson’s (2000) scale for contract breach
and the scales related to OCB (Podsakoff et al., 1990) underwent modifications. Although the
Equity Sensitivity Instrument (Huseman et al., 1985) and Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) identity
measure have been validated in a very wide variety of populations, they were modified slightly
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to be more population specific. Because they were modified, both of these scales were included
in the qualitative stage of this research. This enabled the verification of scale reliability and
validity in this unique population.
The scale modification process that was utilized in this project was patterned, in part,
after the suggestions of Churchill (1979) and DeVellis (2003) with regard to measure
development. The following sections provide a discussion of the issues surrounding the existing
scales, as well as considerations for scale development and/or modification for each of the
constructs of interest.
Professional and Administrative Contract Breach
The Bunderson et al. (2000) measurement tool was developed from four organizing
models which correspond to the internal and external division of professional and administrative
rationality. Based on their review of the pertinent literature, the authors suggest that these work
ideologies (professional and administrative) have both internal and external components. The
internal piece would be related to the focus on activities or interactions within the organization
while the external focus would be on activities or interactions with other constituencies.
According to Bunderson (2001), “the administrative ideology comprises a ‘bureaucratic system’
role (internal) and a ‘market enterprise’ role (external) whereas the professional ideology
comprises a ‘professional group’ role (internal) and a ‘community servant’ role (external)” (p.
719). A summary of this typology is provided in the Table 1.
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Table 1. Professional and Administrative Work Ideologies

Organizational Role

Organizational Role
Obligations

Individual Role

Individual Role
Obligations

Nature of Employment
Contract

Administrative Ideology
Organization as economic
business enterprise
(bureaucratic system and
market enterprise)
To provide money, clients,
administrative support, market
presence
Individual as employee
(productive resource employed
to perform organizational
work)
To provide continued
employment, fulfillment of
formally specified role
obligations
Transactional

Professional Ideology
Organization as professional
work setting (professional group
and community servant)
To provide collegial work
setting, defense of professional
autonomy and standards,
community outreach
Individual as highly trained
expert with valued knowledge
and skill
To provide identification, loyalty,
fulfillment of generalized role
obligations (excellent client
service)
Relational

The development of the Bunderson instrument was grounded in organizational and
structural theory and based on the authors’ on-site research in a vertically integrated healthcare
organization. They used standard scale development protocols and evaluation of the scale’s
psychometric properties. The information obtained from the multiple administrations of the
instrument in the healthcare field revealed convergent and discriminant validity as well as the
instrument’s stability over time. This instrument has the potential to provide important insight
into organizations where professional and administrative pluralism exists.
Although the healthcare industry was an appropriate and useful population in which to
develop the survey instrument, the present study population is that of pharmacy school faculty.
There are many similarities between the healthcare and pharmacy faculty populations, which
make faculty members an appropriate study population. As in healthcare, tensions in higher
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education often exist between administrative and professional rationality. For example, there
must be a balance between the provision of a high-quality education and the financial
responsibilities associated with that service. In order to reach that balance, both administrative
and professional ideologies are at work. Additionally, faculty members and physicians are both
professionals with extensive training with a focus on the greater society or community. They
often place an emphasis on their discipline instead of their organization. Although the tension
exists in both populations, it would be unexpected for that tension to present itself in exactly the
same manner in the academic setting as it does in the healthcare setting. Therefore the existing
scale was modified.
The authors who developed the scale suggest that a simple rewording of the instrument is
not sufficient for use in a new population. Accordingly, they propose that subsequent
researchers take the following steps to modify the scale. The suggested first step is to complete
what the authors call “ground-level field work”. In the present project, this ground level work
was done through in-depth interviews and pretesting of the survey instrument. Once the “groundlevel field work” is complete, the authors suggest that the adequacy of the items as well as the
corresponding psychometric properties be tested. The current research followed these
suggestions. The scale used in the current research was developed using the Bunderson scale as a
reference from in-depth interviews and its psychometric properties were evaluated.
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
As previously discussed, OCB has received a great quantity of attention from
organizational researchers. Organ’s five dimension model, consisting of altruism,
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue, is the model of choice for the
current research project. The psychometric properties of the five-dimension model of citizenship
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were measured by Podsakoff et al. (1990). The reported reliabilities were over 0.70 for each
dimension. This model has been used extensively in the management literature for many
different employee populations. However, after reviewing the literature only the three instances
that were previously discussed have used this model in the academic population.
The performance of OCB by faculty is becoming more critical to the overall performance
of the university. It is for this reason that our understanding of this phenomenon is becoming
more important. Yet, the very attributes that make the academic setting intriguing also present
challenges to the measurement of OCB. Autonomous professionals, such as university faculty,
are often expected to perform on an annual basis as opposed to an hourly, daily, or weekly basis.
They also have broadly defined goals and expectations. These expectations are not always
clearly delineated making it difficult to discern the difference between discretionary extra-role
activity and activity that is a function of the job requirement. Further complicating construct
measurement faculty members may have several different ranks (full, assistant, or associate
professor etc.) as well as different tenure status, all of which may influence the performance of
OCB.
Given the complicating factors associated with measuring OCB in the professional
academic population, it is apparent that the current OCB measurement tools are not appropriate
for use in this setting. As specific examples, items 18) Attendance at work is above the norm,
21) Does not take extra breaks, 22) Obeys company rules and regulations even when no one is
watching, from the Podsakoff (1990) scale are particularly concerning for the faculty population.
These items imply that the employee may have less autonomy than faculty members typically
have. As previously suggested, faculty members are considered highly-skilled professionals
with far-reaching job responsibilities that are broad in scope. In many cases, they have the
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flexibility to set their own hours and may work from home or other off-site locations. They may
attend evening functions or weekend conferences and their research may dictate work outside of
the traditional work hours. Additionally, this scale was developed for an employee to complete
for another employee. In other words, a supervisor may complete for an employee or vice versa.
As described previously, this was not feasible for the current study. For these reasons, the fivefactor scale used by Podsakoff et al. (1990) was modified to measure OCB in this study.
Equity Sensitivity
Huseman et al. (1985, 1987) first developed the Equity Sensitivity Instrument (ESI) in
order to measure individual differences in the way people evaluate situations of inequity. There
are five pairs of statements in which respondents are asked to distribute 10 points between the
benevolent and entitled points of view. King and Miles (1994) provided support for the validity
of the instrument using five separate samples consisting of university students, public high
school teachers, healthcare volunteers, utility company employees, and employees from the
banking industry. In all five samples the ESI was administered as one of several instruments
(similar to the current project) in which placement was discovered to be irrelevant. The
psychometric properties of the instrument were found to be sound with consistently acceptable
reliabilities across samples. Reliability coefficients for the ESI were found to be 0.79 - 0.88 in
the five samples tested. The authors also assessed discriminate and convergent validity and
found the ESI to be a valid instrument for measuring the equity sensitivity construct.
The ESI is not the only available scale used to measure equity sensitivity. Sauley and
Bedeian (2000) developed a 16-item scale called the Equity Preference Questionnaire (EPQ).
However, research done to compare the EPQ with the ESI found that there were significant
differences between the scales despite the fact that they were thought to measure the same
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construct (Foote & Hartman, 2006). Ultimately, the ESI was found to be the more reliable and
valid measure of equity sensitivity and was therefore used in this study.
Identity Salience
There have been a wide variety of scales developed to assess social identity over the past
several years. Probably the most often used and widely recognized scale is the 6-item scale
developed by Mael and Ashforth in 1992. The scale is based on Mael’s dissertation work and is
associated with several of Mael and Ashforth’s subsequent work (Haslam, 2004). Ashforth and
Mael (1989) utilized the scale and reported alpha figures of 0.83 to 0.89 in samples of United
States military members. The scale was published in Mael and Ashforth’s 1992 paper that again
reported coefficient alphas of greater than 0.80. For this study, the 1992 scale was modified
slightly in order to differentiate between discipline identity and school of pharmacy identity.
Control Variables
Because many of the variables being examined in the study can be influenced by
individual characteristics, several control variables were included in the hypothesis testing.
These included gender, age, academic rank, total years as a faculty member, tenure status,
academic discipline, positive and negative affect as well as administrative responsibilities.
Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients were calculated for all of the variables.
Positive and negative affect was measured with the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS is comprised of two 10-item mood
scales in which respondents will be asked how they feel in general. Watson et al. (1988)
reported Cronbach’s alphas of 0.88 and 0.87 for the positive affect and negative affect scales
respectively.
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Pre-Test Study Data Collection
The initial stage of this research project was exploratory in nature. It was designed to
create an OCB measure, modify the breach typology measure, and verify the identity and ESI
measure in the pharmacy faculty member population. Eight in-depth interviews were conducted
with faculty members from each of the five AACP sub-disciplines. These interviews were
conducted in order to appropriately modify the existing instruments and create a new OCB
instrument. Interviews were conducted until they failed to contribute any new information.
Prior to each interview, participants were provided a list of key terms and definitions of the
constructs of interest. This document can be found in Appendix A. Each of these interviews was
recorded. The digital recordings and any supplemental notes taken by the interviewer were
reviewed and abridged transcripts were developed combining both elements of data. Based on
this information, the survey questionnaire was developed. The pre-test telephone discussion
guide is listed as Appendix B.
Transcriptions of the interviews were reviewed with careful attention paid to the
examples of OCB and contract breach, factors that influence the performance of OCB and the
determination that a breach has occurred, expectations faculty members have of the school of
pharmacy and their disciplines, as well as examples of those expectations. Based on the
interview information, 23 items were developed for the initial scale. Many of these items had
multiple prompts or sub-items ranging between 5 and 43 in number. The initial scale was longer
than the scale that was eventually used. This reduction in items is typical and is a standard part
of the scale development process (DeVellis, 2003). The goal of the initial survey instrument was
to be a rich source from which to build the final version. The initial survey instrument included
questions assessing the demographic characteristics of the respondent, the ESI, identity salience,
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contract breach, and OCB.
Once the initial survey instrument was developed, a panel of University of Mississippi
Pharmacy Administration and Management faculty who are familiar with the constructs of
interest evaluated the items. Following the advice of DeVellis, (2003) they were asked: 1) to
judge how relevant they believe each item is, 2) to evaluate the clarity and conciseness of the
items and 3) to suggest better ways to tap into the constructs of interest. Based on the
suggestions of this panel several sub-items were deleted reducing the maximum number of items
to 39 for all of the constructs in total. Additionally improvements were made in both formatting
and question order.
Next the dissertation committee and a pool of pharmacy administration graduate students
and faculty assessed face validity and provided feedback on the online usability and formatting
of the instrument. These participants were also asked to report on the readability and time it took
to complete the questionnaire. This qualitative data was assessed and the instrument was further
refined.
The 2010-2011 AACP roster was purchased and cleaned. Those AACP members who
did not meet the study’s inclusion criteria, were removed from the roster. Those remaining on
the list were assigned a random number in Microsoft Excel using the =RAND() function. To
conduct the quantitative pretest, a sample of 400 faculty members were selected from this list
using the assigned random numbers.
Each potential participant received an email cover letter explaining the survey topic and
informed consent process. This email letter contained a link to the online service housing the
actual questionnaire. Respondents were informed that by choosing that link they were providing
their consent to participate. The researcher’s contact information was also provided in order to
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answer any questions that potential respondents had. Two subsequent emails expressing
appreciation to the respondents and encouraging those who had not responded to do so was sent
out two days and one week after the initial recruitment email. Copies of the email cover letter
and reminder emails are available in Appendices C and D, respectively.
Missing Data Analysis
The respondent data was examined to determine if there were missing data. If 15% or
more of the survey was incomplete that respondent’s information was excluded from the study.
Additionally, list-wise deletion procedures were conducted to determine the number of cases that
contain missing data. The missing data were replaced using mean item replacement procedures.
Non-Response Bias
One of the inherent problems of survey research is that of non-response bias (Armstrong
& Overton, 1977). Should responders differ substantially from those who choose not to respond
then the results of the subsequent analysis cannot be generalized to the larger population.
Naturally, the simple solution to the problem of non-response bias is to reduce or eliminate
failure to respond. As noted earlier, steps were taken to increase response rates in this study
however, previous research indicates that a response rate of 23% to 38% can be expected
(Desselle, Collins, Harrold, Kalis, & Quattrrocchi, 2002; Helgeland, 2001) for pharmacy faculty.
The present study employed the extrapolation methods encouraged by Armstrong and Overton
(1977). T-tests and chi-square tests were conducted in order to ascertain any differences in the
demographic variables between the first 10% and the last 10% of the respondents.
Psychometric Properties
The items of the newly developed scales were evaluated once the data was cleaned and
prepared for analysis. First, the possibility of reverse scoring was considered if there are items
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whose correlations with other items are negative. Then the corrected item total was examined in
order to explore the relationship that the individual item may have with all of the scale items.
Items with higher values for this particular correlation are more desirable than items with lower
values (DeVellis, 2003). Reliability of the scales used in this study was calculated using
Cronbach’s alpha.
Factor Analysis
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the pre-test data for both the
OCB and the contract breach construct. This factor analysis indicated that the OCB and contract
breach measures needed further modification. Therefore, an additional pre-test was conducted to
evaluate a second OCB and contract breach instrument. An additional sample of 400 faculty
members was selected from the AACP list using the previously assigned random numbers.
Reliabilities and factor analysis were again performed indicating that the scales were ready to be
sent to the full study population.
Stage 2 – Full Study
This phase of the study was also approved by the University of Mississippi’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB).
Full Study Design
The second stage employed a cross-sectional survey to validate the scales created earlier
and to test the hypotheses described previously. The final survey instrument is available as
Appendix E.
Full Study Data Collection
Again, the 2010-2011 AACP roster was used for survey dissemination. Those members
who were selected for the quantitative pre-test sample were removed from the list leaving 5,400
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eligible faculty members in the United States and Puerto Rico. Two thousand three hundred
ninety nine (2,399) of these individuals received an email cover letter explaining the survey topic
and informed consent process. Similar to the pre-test, the email contained a link to the online
service containing the actual questionnaire. Respondents were informed that by choosing that
link they were providing consent to participate. The researcher’s contact information was also
provided. Two successive emails expressing appreciation to the respondents and encouraging
those who had not responded to do so was sent out one week after the initial recruitment email.
The AACP annual meeting was being held during the survey response time so an additional
email was sent one week after this conference to allow those attending the conference ample
time to complete the survey thereby ensuring optimum response rate.
Full Study Data Analysis
The data were examined to determine if there is missing information. As with the pretest data, respondent responses were excluded when 15% or more of the information was
missing. List-wise deletion procedures were conducted to determine the number of cases that
contain missing data. The missing data were replaced using mean item replacement procedures.
The full-information maximum likelihood (FIML) method was employed to manage the missing
data when conducting structural equation modeling. According to Wotheke (1998) this method
uses observed data, including mean and variance, for the missing portions variable, given the
observed portion(s) of other variables”. FIML assumes multivariate normality, and maximizes
the likelihood of the model with the observed data.
As with the pre-test, the full study employed the extrapolation methods encouraged by
Armstrong and Overton (1977) to assess non-response bias. T-tests and chi-square tests were
conducted in order to ascertain any differences in the demographic variables between the first
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10% and the last 10% of the respondents.
The items of the revised scales were evaluated once the data had been cleaned and
prepared for analysis. The possibility of reverse scoring was again considered if there are items
whose correlations with other items are inadvertently negative. Reliability of the scales used in
this study was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha.
Hypothesis Testing
In order to test the hypothesis while accounting for all of the variables, moderated
regression analysis was performed as recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986). Total equity
sensitivity scores were calculated for each subject by summing the points allotted to the
benevolent item responses. Breakpoints were then used to divide the sample into the categories
of Benevolent, Equity Sensitive, and Entitled. The categorical variables were reference coded
and the continuous variables were centered prior to the analysis. Interaction terms were also
calculated. The interaction terms were highly correlated with the variables from which they
were created. In order to minimize the impact of multicollinearity that is associated with the use
of interaction terms, the independent variables were centered prior to the creation of the
interaction term (Aiken and West, 1991). Additional analyses were conducted with equity
sensitivity as a continuous variable.
Using summated and centered scales and product terms of the moderator (equity
sensitivity) and independent variables (perceived professional and administrative breach and
school of pharmacy and discipline identity salience), multiple regression models were tested to
determine strengths among relationships (Figure 3). For this analysis, equity sensitivity was
considered both as a categorical variable using two dummy coded variables and a continuous
variable. Invariance or equality was also tested across the three equity groups. Multiple
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regression procedures were conducted with both SPSS version 18 and AMOS™ Version 5.0 at
an a priori alpha level of 0.05.
Research Questions
While there is little literature to support additional analysis, the following research
questions were also of interest. Exploratory post hoc analysis was performed to address these
questions in order to add to the existing literature and provide direction for future research.
R1

Does a faculty members’ academic discipline have an effect on the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the School of Pharmacy?

R2

Does a faculty members’ pharmacist status (their possession of a pharmacy license) have
an effect on the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the
School of Pharmacy?
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Figure 3. Multiple Regression Models
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Pretest Data Analysis
Given the complicating factors associated with measuring OCB in the professional
academic population, this research began with the goal of developing a new and unique set of
scales with which to measure these constructs. To that end, the initial stage of this research
project was exploratory in nature, designed to create a new OCB measure, modify the breach
typology measure, and verify the identity and ESI measure in the pharmacy faculty member
population. In-depth interviews were conducted with 8 faculty members representing schools of
pharmacy from across the United States and each of the five AACP sub-disciplines. Interviews
were conducted until they failed to contribute any new information. The digital recordings of
these conversations and researcher notes were reviewed in order to develop the initial survey
instrument.
Each of the scales that were developed and administered to the pretest sample
demonstrated reliability upon the calculation of Cronbach’s alpha. The coefficients ranged from
0.72 for the psychological contract breach measure to 0.89 for the identity measure. Nunnally
(1978) suggests that a value of 0.70 is an acceptable lower bound for alpha. However, upon
close examination of the factor analysis it was discovered that the OCB measure was not
producing the expected factor loadings. For example, several of the items expected to load on
the courtesy subscale instead loaded on the civic virtue subscale. Additionally, many of the
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newly developed OCB items did not load cleanly on the expected factors.
Given these results, a second quantitative pre-test was necessary. For the second pre-test
the original well-researched scales, discussed previously, were used as a basis for scale
development. These scales were modified just enough to be specific to the faculty population.
Institutional Review Board approval was again obtained and another sample of 400 faculty
members was selected from the AACP list using the assigned random numbers. The coefficients
were similar to the first pretest with a range of 0.75 for the psychological contract breach
measure to 0.89 for the identity measure. The second pre-test produced more acceptable factor
loadings with the items loading as expected into the 5 subscales of sportsmanship, civic virtue,
courtesy, altruism, and conscientiousness. There were items that cross-loaded on both
conscientiousness and civic virtue or courtesy. When the conscientiousness factor was removed
the 4 remaining subscales were improved. As such the conscientiousness factor was not
considered in subsequent analysis.
Full Study Data Analysis
Sample Description
In order to conserve resources and prevent unnecessary statistical power, the survey was
emailed to 2,399 of the potential 5,400 respondents. Six hundred respondents successfully
submitted responses to the survey. However, 24 of those responses were missing 15% or more
of the total responses. As such they were removed from the sample making the effective
response rate 24%. The average age of the remaining respondents was 44.7 years. The average
number of years the respondents served as a faculty member at any College or University was
approximately 12 years and the average number of years in their current position was
approximately 9. The sample was evenly distributed between males (50.2%) and females
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(49.8%). The majority of the respondents were Assistant Professors (41.4%) followed by
Associate (32.9%) and Full Professors (23.4%). Many of the respondents were in positions
where tenure was not available which may be indicative of the sample’s 54% representation of
pharmacy practice faculty. The full description of the sample can be found in Table 2. Missing
demographic data was not considered in the calculation of percentages within this table. It
should be noted that only Assistant, Associate, and Full rank were considered in the subsequent
analysis. In other words, instructors, lecturers, and those responding “other” were excluded from
analysis.
Non-Response Bias
T-tests and chi-square tests were conducted to determine if differences in demographic
variables existed between the first 10% of respondents and the last 10% of respondents. These
tests did not indicate that differences existed between early and late responders with regard to
age, years as faculty, years in current position, OCB, identity and psychological contract breach.
There were also no significant differences between the first and last 10% on gender,
administrative or academic rank, tenure status, AACP designated section, and college funding
source. Information on these analyses can be found in Tables 3 and 4. Table 5 summarizes the
Cronbach’s alphas, scale means, and standard deviations for each measure used in the survey.
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Table 2. Sample Description
Characteristic
Age
Number of Years as Faculty
Number of Years in Current Position

Mean (Range)
44.7 (25-80)
11.83 (0-53)
9.19 (0-53)
No. Respondents (%)

Gender
Men
Women
Academic Rank
Full Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor
Lecturer
Other
Administrative Rank
Assistant Dean
Associate Dean
Director
Department Chair
No Administrative Responsibilities
Other
Tenure Status
Not Tenure-Track (Tenure Not Available)
Tenure-Track – Tenured
Tenure-Track – Not Yet Tenured
Other
AACP Designated Section
Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Pharmacy Practice
Social or Administrative Sciences
Other

288(50.2%)
286(49.8%)
134 (23.4%)
188 (32.9%)
238 (41.4%)
5 (0.009%)
5 (0.009%)
2 (0.005%)
18 (3%)
44 (8%)
66 (12%)
55 (10%)
375 (65%)
16 (3%)

259 (44.9%)
194 (33.9%)
119 (20.8%)
1 (0.005%)
35 (6%)
66 (12%)
66 (12%)
309 (54%)
93 (16%)
5 (0.1%)

*Missing demographic data was not considered in calculation of percentages.
** In subsequent analysis, only Assistant, Associate, and Full rank were considered.
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Table 3. Estimation of Nonresponse Bias: Time Trends Extrapolation of Continuous Data
Variable

Overall Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors
School of Pharmacy Identity
Discipline Identity
Professional Contract Breach
Administrative Contract Breach
Age
Years as Faculty
Years in Current Position

Mean and
Std Error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error
mean
std error

First 10%
(n=57)
3.65
0.38
11.42
0.29
11.92
0.29
15.89
0.50
16.12
0.48
42.65
1.40
10.25
1.13
7.69
1.06
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Last 10%
(n=58)
3.66
0.38
11.43
0.26
11.21
0.28
15.91
0.40
16.03
0.37
47.43
1.42
13.18
1.22
7.98
1.27

t-value

p-value

-0.17

0.50

-0.03

0.14

1.81

0.75

-0.03

0.09

0.15

0.163

-2.40

0.83

-1.77

0.85

-2.11

0.17

Table 4. Estimation of Nonresponse Bias: Time Trends Extrapolation of Catagorical Data
Variable

First 10%
(n=57)

Last 10%
(n=58)

29 (51%)
28 (49%)

29 (50%)
29 (50%)

0 (0%)
6 (11%)
7 (12%)
10 (18%)
28 (49%)
6 (11%)

1 (2%)
7 (12%)
10 (17%)
2 (3%)
31 (53%)
7 (12%)

16 (28%)
12 (21%)
27 (47%)
1 (2%)
1 (2%)
0 (0%)

14 (24%)
24 (41%)
18 (31%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
2 (3%)

27 (47%)
16 (28%)
12 (21%)
1(2%)

21 (36%)
24 (41%)
13 (22%)
0 (0%)

3 (5%)
6 (11%)
4 (7%)
35(61%)
7 (12%)
2 (4%)

2 (3%)
8 (14%)
4 (7%)
29 (50%)
10 (17%)
5 (9%)

33 (59%)
23 (40%)
1 (2%)
0 (0%)

39 (67%)
18 (31%)
0 (0%)
1 (2%)

Gender
Men
Women
Administrative Rank
Assistant Dean
Associate Dean
Director
Department/Division Head/Chair
No Administrative Duties
Other
Academic Rank
Full Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor
Lecturer
Other
Tenure Status
Not Tenure-Track
Tenure-Track – Tenured
Tenure-Track – Not Tenured
Other
AACP Designated Section
Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Pharmacy Practice
Social/Administrative Sciences
Other
College Funding Source
Publicly Funded
Privately Funded
For Profit
Other

χ2

p-value

0.01

0.93

7.16

0.21

9.93

0.08

3.36

0.34

2.86

0.72

3.1

0.37

Specification of the Measurement Model
Each of the scales administered to the full study sample demonstrated reliability upon the
calculation of Cronbach’s alpha. The coefficients ranged from 0.75 for the discipline identity
measure to 0.87 for the organizational citizenship measure. Further analysis of the OCB
subscales provided evidence that the general measure was indeed reliably measuring the intended
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construct. The OCB items loaded as expected into 4 unique factors, sportsmanship, altruism,
civic virtue, and courtesy. The alpha coefficients ranged from 0.88 for the sportsmanship
subscale and 0.65 for the civic virtue subscale. The relatively low reliability of the civic virtue
sub-construct was not unexpected as researchers consistently report this level of reliability.
These results are summarized below in Table 5.
Table 5. Summary of Study Measures
Variable

Overall Organizational
Citizenship Behaviorsa
OCB Subscales
Sportsmanshipa
Altruisma
Civic Virtuea
Courtesya
School of Pharmacy
Identitya
Discipline Identitya
Professional Contract
Breachb
Administrative Contract
Breachb

No.
Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

Mean ± SD

Per-Item Mean

20

0.87

84.16 ± 7.55

4.21

5
6
4
5

0.88
0.81
0.65
0.76

20.90 ± 3.39
24.69 ± 2.93
16.72 ± 1.998
21.84 ± 2.14

4.18
4.12
4.18
4.37

4
3

0.76
0.75

15.24 ± 2.56
11.45 ± 2.11

3.81
3.82

5

0.83

15.57 ± 3.36

3.11

5
0.78
15.87 ± 2.78
3.17
Measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.
b
Measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale where 1 = much less than promised and 5 = much more than promised
a

Confirmatory factor analysis, parameter coefficients, and model fit indices were analyzed
using AMOSTM Version 5. The parameter coefficients were estimated using the maximum
likelihood estimation procedure to determine if the items load on the factor they were intended to
measure. The model fit was first evaluated using chi square. Because chi square is not always
considered stable model fit index, the comparative fit index (CFI) and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) were also calculated for the final model. A CFI > 0.95 and
RMSEA<0.05 are indicative of a very good model fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). To improve
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model fit, items that loaded poorly on their intended construct or those with non-significant tvalues were sequentially eliminated until convergent validity was established (Anderson &
Gerbing, 1988).
These analyses were first performed on the organizational citizenship construct. Items
with standardized loading estimates less than 0.7 were considered for deletion (Hair et al. 2006).
The items related to the sportsmanship sub-construct consistently indicated low standardized
loadings. Due to the importance of this sub-construct to the dependent variable of interested
items related to sportsmanship were kept in the model regardless of their loadings. Once
convergent validity was established, the chi square for the OCB measure was found to be 715.1
with 102 degrees of freedom. RMSEA was found to be 0.10 and the CFI was found to be 0.82.
Discriminant validity was then assessed on the OCB measure by intermittently constraining each
pair of inter-factor correlations to one and comparing the model fit with an unconstrained model.
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggest that, if the model fit for the constrained model is
significantly worse for each pairwise comparison there is support for discriminant validity.
Support for discriminant validity was found by testing the measurement model using the chi
square difference test.
For the analysis of the full model, the OCB items were parceled into the 4 sub-constructs
of sportsmanship, altruism, civic virtue, and courtesy. Cronbach’s alpha and construct reliability
were both calculated to measure the model’s reliability. Each of the constructs in the model
measured higher than 0.7 Cronbach’s alpha and greater than 0.5 construct reliabilities indicating
that the model possessed high internal consistency or reliability. The average variance extracted
(AVE) was also calculated as a summary measure of convergent validity. An AVE value of
greater than 0.5 indicates that the items converge well on the construct and that more variance of
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the factor is explained by the measures (Hair et al, 2006). The AVE values ranged from 0.33 for
the OCB measure to 0.5 for the professional contract breach construct, indicating that some of
the items do not converge on the constructs and leaving a portion of the variance unexplained.
The results of these tests are provided in Table 6. Although the model fit for both the OCB
construct and the full model was less than ideal, discriminant validity was assessed and the
analyses were performed to test the stated hypotheses.
Discriminant validity for the full model was assessed by intermittently constraining each
pair of inter-factor correlations to one and comparing the model fit with an unconstrained model.
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggest that, if the model fit for the constrained model is
significantly worse for each pairwise comparison there is support for discriminant validity.
Support for discriminant validity was found by testing the measurement model using the chi
square difference test. Results are reported in Table 7.
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Table 6. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Results
Construct and Items
Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors

Cronbach’s
Alpha
0.726

Construct
Reliability
0.65

AVE

Altruism
Civic Virtue
Courtesy

0.778

0.69

0.758

0.68

0.827

0.83

0.777

0.79

Access to adequate work space
Access to adequate equipment
Access to computer and software
Access to administrative staff
Access to office supplies and equipment
such as copier or fax

Overall Fit
χ2 (and d.f.) =1099.84(199)
CFI =0.822
RMSEA =0.089
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0.549

-------

0.574

10.78

0.664

11.86

0.917

13.62

0.881

-------

0.551

13.57

0.542

13.32

0.676

17.51

0.760

-------

0.653

15.12

0.628
0.615

14.49
14.19

0.847

19.54

0.584
0.637
0.683
0.617
0.722

------11.39
11.91
11.16
12.30

0.5

Input into School/college of Pharmacy
decision –making or planning processes
Communication with/from School of
Pharmacy leadership
Commitment to faculty development
School/college of Pharmacy
commitment to me in the face of budget
cuts
Being viewed as a partner in Education

Administrative Contract
Breach

------8.58
8.12
8.72

0.35

When someone praises the School of
Pharmacy, it feels like a personal
compliment.
When someone criticizes the School of
Pharmacy, it feels like a personal insult.
I am very interested in what others think
about the School of Pharmacy.
The School of Pharmacy’s successes are
my successes.

Professional Contract
Breach

0.413
0.718
0.603
0.811
0.37

If a story in the media criticized my
discipline, I would feel embarrassed.
When someone criticizes my discipline,
it feels like a personal insult.
My discipline’s successes are my
successes.
When someone praises my discipline, it
feels like a personal compliment.

School of Pharmacy Identity

t-value

0.33

Sportsmanship

Discipline Identity

Standardized
Coefficient

0.43

Table 7. Discriminant Validity Results for Measurement Model
Inter-factor Correlations
OCB
OCB
OCB
OCB
Professional Breach
Professional Breach
Professional Breach
Administrative Breach
Administrative Breach
School of Pharmacy ID












Professional Breach
Administrative Breach
School of Pharmacy ID
Discipline ID
Administrative Breach
School of Pharmacy ID
Discipline ID
School of Pharmacy ID
Discipline ID
Discipline ID

Base
Model
χ2

χ2 d

1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4
1229.4

411.4
411.5
306.4
411.1
229.4
482.7
888.8
528.9
650.8
105.9

Hypothesis Testing – Sequential (Hierarchical) Regression
Prior to the regression analysis, total equity sensitivity scores for each subject were
obtained by summing the points allotted to the benevolent item responses. The minimum
possible score was 0 and the maximum possible was 50. The respondent scores ranged from 2 –
50 with a mean of 29.5 and standard deviation of 6.16. Breakpoints were used to divide the
sample into the categories of Benevolent (>31), Equity Sensitive (28-31) and Entitled (<28).
There were 227 respondents categorized as entitled, 146 as equity sensitives, and 203 as
benevolent. Additionally, the categorical control variables were reference cell coded and the
continuous variables (breach types and identity salience variables) were centered using the mean
of the items in the scales.
In order to test each of the hypotheses, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted
using SPSS 18. Results of this analysis are provided in Tables 8 and 9.
The main effects (equation 1) were tested by entering all of the control variables and the
independent variables in the first step of the analysis. The interactions (equation 2) were tested
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by entering the products of the independent variables and the proposed moderator into the second
step on the regression.
Hypothesis 1 suggests that perceived administrative breach with the school of pharmacy will not
be related to faculty performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. An examination of the
first equation provided evidence that the relationship between perceived administrative breach
and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors was not statistically significant
(p=0.31, reg. coefficient=0.05) thus indicating support for this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 2 suggests that perceived professional breach with the school of pharmacy
will be negatively related to faculty performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. An
examination of equation 1 provided evidence that the relationship between perceived
professional breach and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors was not
statistically significant (p=0.37, reg. coefficient = 0.05) indicating a lack of support for this
hypothesis.
Hypothesis 3 suggests that equity sensitivity will be positively related to the performance
of organizational citizenship behaviors. The first equation considering only the direct effects
was examined. When comparing the benevolent category to the sensitive category (reference
category) in the performance of OCB, it was found that there was no significant difference
(p=0.98, reg. coefficient =0.001). When comparing the entitled category to the sensitive
category (reference category) in the performance of OCB a negative and significant relationship
was discovered (p=0.001, t= -3.22, reg. coefficients =-0.16). These results lead one to believe
that those respondents categorized as entitled are less likely to perform organizational citizenship
behaviors relative to those who are categorized as sensitive while those in the benevolent
category perform OCB in a similar fashion as sensitives. Taken together, this analysis indicates
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entitled individuals appear to be less likely than their benevolent and sensitive counterparts to
perform citizenship behaviors. The regression was also performed using equity sensitivity as a
continuous variable with similar results (R2 change=0.30, F=10.54, p=0.001). In summary, the
results provide support for this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 4 suggests that equity sensitivity will interact with perceived administrative
breach in such a way that perceived administrative breach will have a greater negative
association with the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors for those with lower
equity scores than those with higher equity scores. Results of the global test assessing whether
equity sensitivity interacted with any of the four variables of interest (i.e., perceived
administrative breach, perceived professional breach, discipline identity salience, and school of
pharmacy identity salience) failed to show significance
(F(8,490)= 0.63, p=0.76); thus, there is no evidence of a moderating role of equity sensitive in
the relationship between perceived administrative breach and the performance of citizenship
behaviors. An examination of the individual terms comprising the interaction between equity
sensitivity and perceived administrative breach in equation 2 (Table 8) likewise suggest that the
relationship between perceived administrative breach and the performance of OCBs does not
appear to vary by one’s categorization as entitled, sensitive, or benevolent (reg. coefficients =
0.07 and 0.08; p = 0.26 and 0.28).
Hypothesis 5 suggests that equity sensitivity will interact with perceived professional
breach in such a way that perceived professional breach will have a greater negative association
with the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors for those with lower equity scores
than those with higher equity scores. Again, results of the global test assessing whether equity
sensitivity interacted with any of the four variables of interest (i.e., perceived administrative
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breach, perceived professional breach, discipline identity salience, and school of pharmacy
identity salience) failed to show significance
(F(8,490)= 0.63, p=0.76); thus, there is no evidence of a moderating role of equity sensitive in
the relationship between perceived professional breach and the performance of citizenship
behaviors. An examination of the individual terms comprising the interaction between equity
sensitivity and perceived professional breach in equation 2 (Table 8) likewise suggest that the
relationship between perceived professional breach and the performance of OCBs does not
appear to vary by one’s categorization as entitled, sensitive, or benevolent (reg. coefficient = 0.06 and -0.08, p=0.44 and 0.34).
Hypothesis 6 suggests discipline identity salience will not be related to the performance
of organizational citizenship behaviors by faculty members toward their school of pharmacy. An
examination of the results associated with equation 1 provided evidence to suggest support for
this hypothesis. The relationship between discipline identity salience and the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors was not statistically significant (p=0.57, reg. coefficient
=0.03).
Hypothesis 7 suggests school of pharmacy identity salience will be positively related to
the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors by faculty members toward their school
of pharmacy. An examination of results associated with equation 1 provided evidence to suggest
support for this hypothesis. The relationship between school of pharmacy identity salience and
the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors was statistically significant (p=0.01, reg.
coefficient=0.15).
Hypothesis 8 suggests equity sensitivity will interact with discipline identity salience in
such a way that discipline identity salience will have a greater positive association with the
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performance of organizational citizenship behaviors for those with higher equity scores than
those with lower equity scores. Results of the global test assessing whether equity sensitivity
interacted with any of the four variables of interest (i.e., perceived administrative breach,
perceived professional breach, discipline identity salience, and school of pharmacy identity
salience) failed to show significance
(F(8,490)= 0.63, p=0.76); thus, there is no evidence of a moderating role of equity sensitive in
the relationship between discipline identity salience and the performance of citizenship
behaviors. An examination of the individual terms comprising the interaction between equity
sensitivity and discipline identity salience in equation 2 (Table 8) likewise suggest that the
relationship between discipline identity salience and the performance of OCB does not appear to
vary by one’s categorization as entitled, sensitive, or benevolent (reg. coefficients =-0.02 and
0.08; p =0.84 and 0.27).
Hypothesis 9 suggests equity sensitivity will interact with school of pharmacy identity
salience in such a way that school identity salience will have a greater positive association with
the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors for those with higher equity scores than
those with lower equity scores. Once again, results of the global test assessing whether equity
sensitivity interacted with any of the four variables of interest (i.e., perceived administrative
breach, perceived professional breach, discipline identity salience, and school of pharmacy
identity salience) failed to show significance
(F(8,490)= 0.63, p=0.76); thus, there is no evidence of a moderating role of equity sensitive in
the relationship between discipline identity salience and the performance of citizenship
behaviors. An examination of the individual terms comprising the interaction between equity
sensitivity and discipline identity salience in equation 2 (Table 8) likewise suggest that the
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relationship between discipline identity salience and the performance of OCB does not appear to
vary by one’s categorization as entitled, sensitive, or benevolent (reg. coefficients = 0.01 and 0.01; p = 0.89 and 0.91).
Hypothesis Testing – Equity Sensitivity as a Continuous Variable
In previous research the equity sensitivity construct has been conceptualized as both a
categorical and a continuous variable. Therefore the regression analysis was also completed
using the total equity sensitivity scores that were calculated for each respondent prior to
categorization. The results using equity sensitivity as a continuous variable were similar,
suggesting support hypothesis 1, 3, 6, and 7 but failed to support hypothesis 2, 4, 5, 8, and 9. The
results for this analysis are summarized in Table 10.
Multi-Group Analysis
The proposed moderating role of equity sensitivity on the relationships between
psychological contract breach, identity salience and the performance of OCB (hypotheses 4, 5, 8
and 9) were also tested using a multiple groups analysis with latent variables for OCB and the
predictors, administrative breach, professional breach, school of pharmacy identity salience and
discipline identity salience. Using the previously established breakpoints, the sample was
divided into the categories of Benevolent, Equity Sensitive, and Entitled. Each of the four model
paths were allowed to be freely estimated for all three groups then were constrained such that all
4 paths were the same. The common estimation resulted in an overall chi square statistic that
was not significantly different than a separate estimation for each equity sensitive group (X2diff (8)
= 4.919, p < 0.766). These results confirm the regression results by providing no evidence to
suggest that the four paths differ by equity sensitivity type. This analysis demonstrates a lack of
support hypotheses number 4, 5, 8, and 9.
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Table 8. Regression Equations Results
Dependent Variable – OCB
Independent Variables

Equation (1)
Main Effects
Estimate (t-value)

Equation (2)
Model with Interaction terms
Estimate (t-value)

Gender
Age
Full Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

-0.09 (-2.15)
-.215 (-3.41)
reference
0.23 (0.42)
-0.13 (-0.17)

-0.09 (-2.06)
-0.22 (-3.44)
reference
0.02 (0.32)
-0.02 (-0.21)

Assistant Dean
Associate Dean
Director
Chair
No Administrative Responsibilities
Years as Faculty
Not Tenure Track
Tenured
Not Yet Tenured
Social and Administrative Science
Bench Science
Practice Faculty
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

reference
-0.3 (-0.58)
-0.003 (-0.05)
0.02 (0.39)
-0.11 (-1.32)
0.15 (2.05)
reference
0.03 (0.57)
-0.01 (-0.23)
reference
-0.04 (-0.65)
-0.10 (-1.71)
0.25 (5.98)
-0.14 (-3.34)

reference
-0.04 (-0.64)
0.008 (-0.12)
0.02 (0.37)
-0.13 (-1.49)
0.15 (2.13)
reference
0.02 (0.42)
-0.01 (-0.11)
reference
-0.04 (-0.67)
-0.10 (-1.68)
0.25 (5.76)
-0.14 (-3.36)

Equity Sensitivity (Sensitives)
Equity Sensitivity (Benevolent)
Equity Sensitivity (Entitled)
Discipline Identity Salience
School of Pharmacy Identity Salience
Perceived Administrative Breach
Perceived Professional Breach

reference
0.001 (0.03)
-0.16 (-3.22)
0.03 (0.57)
0.15 (2.63)
0.05 (1.01)
0.05 ( 0.90)

reference
0.003 (0.064)
-0.15 (-3.04)
-0.01 (-0.07)
0.15 (1.24)
-0.05 (-0.52)
0.13 (1.24)

Benevolent X Discipline Identity
Entitled X Discipline Identity
Benevolent X School of Pharmacy Identity
Entitled X School of Pharmacy Identity
Benevolent X Administrative Breach
Entitled X Administrative Breach
Benevolent X Professional Breach
Entitled X Professional Breach
R2
R2 change
F test

0.08 (1.11)
-0.02 (-0.21)
-0.01 (-0.11)
0.01 (0.14)
0.08 (1.08)
0.07 (1.12)
-0.08 (-0.96)
-0.06 (-0.77)
0.30
0.30
10.37
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0.31
0.01
7.64

Table 9. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis
Relationship

Hypothesized
Relationship

Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3

Perceived Administrative Breach  OCB
Perceived Professional Breach  OCB
Equity Sensitivity(Benevolent and Entitled)  OCB

Not Related
Negative
Positive

Yes
No
Yes

Hypothesis 4

Equity Sensitivity (Benevolent) X Administrative
Breach  OCB
Equity Sensitivity (Entitled) X Professional Breach
 OCB
Discipline Identity Salience  OCB
School of Pharmacy Identity Salience  OCB
Equity Sensitivity (Benevolent) X Discipline Identity
Salience  OCB
Equity Sensitivity (Entitled) X School of Pharmacy
Identity Salience  OCB

Positive

No

Negative

No

Not Related
Positive
Positive

Yes
Yes
No

Negative

No

Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 8
Hypothesis 9

Supported

Table 10. Regression Results with Equity Sensitivity as a Continuous Variable
Dependent Variable – OCB
Independent Variables

Equation (1)
Main Effects

Equation (2)
Model with Interaction terms

Estimate (t-value, p-value)

Estimate (t-value, p-value)

Equity Sensitivity
Discipline Identity Salience

0.13 (30.9, 0.002)
0.03 (0.51, 0.61)

School of Pharmacy Identity Salience
Perceived Administrative Breach

0.15 (2.60, 0.01)
0.51 (1.08, 0.28)

Perceived Professional Breach

0.05 (0.90, 0.37)

Equity Sensitivity X Discipline Identity
Equity Sensitivity X School of Pharmacy Identity

0.04 (0.93, 0.35)
0.04 (0.77. 0.44)

Equity Sensitivity X Administrative Breach
Equity Sensitivity X Professional Breach

-0.01(-0.22, 0.82)
-0.03 (-0.50, 0.62)

Additional Research Questions
Two research questions were posed for which insufficient support was available to fully
develop hypotheses. These research questions include:
R1

Does a faculty members’ academic discipline have an effect on the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the School of Pharmacy?
66

R2

Does a faculty members’ pharmacist status (their possession of a pharmacy license) have
an effect on the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the
School of Pharmacy?

The first research question was explored initially within the hypothesis testing. The
respondents were grouped into 3 groups, bench science, social science and practice. The bench
science group consisted of the AACP categories; chemistry, biological sciences, and
pharmaceutics. The AACP social and administrative science and practice categories stood alone
as the social science and practice groups. Within the regression analysis for hypothesis testing it
was discovered that academic discipline when grouped as described was not related to the
performance of OCB. However, further analyses indicated other differences between these
groups on other study variables.
One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to identify possible difference
between the 5 AACP categories on the identity, equity, and breach variables. Significant
difference between these categories were present in the case of School of Pharmacy identity
(p<0.005) and discipline identity (p<0.005). Based on this information, Tukey’s honest
significant difference test was performed post hoc to determine which means were significantly
different from one another. Those respondents who identified themselves as pharmacy practice
faculty were significantly different from those who identified themselves as chemistry, biological
sciences, and pharmaceutics faculty in the case of both discipline and school of pharmacy
identity. There were no significant differences found in this analysis for differences in perceived
professional breach. See Table 11 summarizing the results of the subtraction of the means of the
different AACP categories from pharmacy practice mean.
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Table 11. Mean Difference between Pharmacy Practice and other AACP designations
School of Pharmacy
Identity

Pharmacy Practice – AACP category

Significance

Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Social or Administrative Sciences

Mean
Difference
1.25
0.92
1.02
0.30

Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Social or Administrative Sciences

1.34
1.21
1.21
0.57

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.19

Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Social or Administrative Sciences

1.13
0.83
0.64
-.62

0.40
0.43
0.72
0.62

0.01
0.02
0.01
0.83

Discipline Identity

Professional Breach

Simple cross tabulations were done in order to better understand any possible effects that
pharmacy licensure may have had on the similarities or differences between groups. The
majority of licensed pharmacists indicated that they were practice faculty. This result was not
surprising since practice faculty members are primarily responsible for the on-site, practical
training of Pharm. D. students. The cross-tabs are provided in Table 12.
T-tests were performed to determine if there were differences between those who are
licensed pharmacist and those who are not on the continuous variables of school of pharmacy or
discipline identity, perceived administrative or professional breach, equity sensitivity and
organizational citizenship behaviors. In order to prevent confounding results, pharmacy practice
faculty members were removed prior to T-test analysis. There were no significant differences on
school of pharmacy or discipline identity, perceived administrative or professional breach, equity
sensitivity between those faculty members who possess a pharmacy license and those who do not
once the practice faculty members were removed. However, there is a difference on the
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performance of OCB directed toward the school of pharmacy between these groups. Based on
these results, it appears as if those with a pharmacy license perform more organizational
citizenship behaviors toward the school of pharmacy than those who do not have a pharmacy
license. Taken together, the cross tabulations and t-tests indicate that there are significant
difference in identity salience between those faculty who report that they are pharmacy practice
and those who report that they are in other AACP categories. However, being a licensed
pharmacist may not be a differentiating factor in this dissimilarity. Interestingly pharmacist
licensure appears to be related to differences in the performance of OCB directed toward the
school of pharmacy. Means and T-test results are found in Tables 13 and 14.

Table 12. Cross Tabulation of Licensed Pharmacists

Chemistry
Biological Sciences
Pharmaceutics
Pharmacy Practice
Social or Administrative Sciences
Totals with Pharmacy Practice
Totals without Pharmacy Practice

Licensed
Pharmacist
4
6
17
291
50
370
99
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Not Licensed
Pharmacist
31
60
49
15
43
201
186

Totals
35
66
66
306
93
571
265

Table 13. Means of Those with and without Pharmacist License
Licensure
Equity Sensitivity
Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist
School of Pharmacy Identity Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist
Discipline Identity
Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist
Professional Breach
Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist
Administrative Breach
Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist
OCBSUM
Licensed Pharmacist
Not a Licensed Pharmacist

N
81
186
81
184
81
185
81
185
81
185
78
179

Mean
1.07
1.27
11.16
10.71
11.07
10.73
15.88
15.23
15.90
15.52
85.82
83.12

Table 14. Difference between Licensed Pharmacists and Those who are not Licensed
T statistic

Significance (2 tailed)

Equity Sensitivity

-1.86

0.06

School of Pharmacy Identity

1.58

0.12

Discipline Identity

1.21

0.23

Perceived Professional Breach

1.40

0.16

Perceived Administrative Breach

1.06

0.29

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

2.59

0.01
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Discussion of Results and Future Research
Schools of pharmacy across the United States are facing the challenges of decreased
funding, faculty shortages, and increased student enrollment. Given these new realities,
leadership of universities and professional schools (e.g., schools of pharmacy) must find ways to
do more with fewer resources. The performance of OCB by university faculty is one way in
which the university will be able to do more with the same or fewer resources. To that end, this
research set out to explain the relationships that exist between several management constructs
and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors. More specifically, the stated
purpose of this research was to test the effects of perceived psychological contract breach, equity
sensitivity, and identity salience on faculty member performance of organizational citizenship
behaviors directed toward the School of Pharmacy. Further, this study set out to explore the
effects that discipline and pharmacist status might have on OCB performance. To achieve these
aims, the following hypotheses were tested and research questions explored:
H1

Perceived administrative breach with the school of pharmacy will be unrelated to
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward their School of Pharmacy.

H2

Perceived professional breach with the school of pharmacy will be negatively related to
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors by pharmacy faculty toward their
School of Pharmacy.

H3

Equity sensitivity will be positively related to the performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy. That is, faculty with higher Equity
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Sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation) will engage in more organizational citizenship
behaviors than faculty with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation).
H4

Equity sensitivity will interact with perceived administrative breach with the school of
pharmacy such that administrative breach will have a greater negative association with
the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy
for those with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation) than faculty with
higher Equity Sensitivity scores (benevolent orientation).

H5

Equity sensitivity will interact with perceived professional breach with the school of
pharmacy such that professional breach will have a greater negative association with the
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for
faculty with lower Equity Sensitivity scores (entitled orientation) than faculty with higher
ESI scores (benevolent orientation).

H6

Discipline identity salience will be unrelated to performance of organizational citizenship
behaviors by faculty toward their School of Pharmacy.

H7

School identity salience will be positively related to performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors by faculty toward their School of Pharmacy.

H8

Equity sensitivity will interact with discipline identity salience such that discipline
identity salience will have will have a greater positive association with the performance
of organizational citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for those with
higher ESI scores (benevolent orientation) as compared to those with lower ESI scores
(entitled orientation).

H9

Equity sensitivity will interact with school identity salience such that school identity
salience will have a greater positive association with the performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors toward the School of Pharmacy for those with higher ESI scores
(benevolent orientation) as compared to those with lower ESI scores (entitled
orientation).

R1

Does a faculty members’ academic discipline have an effect on the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the School of Pharmacy?

R2

Does a faculty members’ pharmacist status (their possession of a pharmacy license) have
an effect on the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors directed toward the
School of Pharmacy?
The findings support hypothesis 1, 3, 6, and 7 but fail to support hypothesis 2, 4, 5, 8, and

9. As hypothesized, the degree to which one identifies with the School of Pharmacy has an
impact on their performance of extra role behaviors while a high identification with one’s
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discipline is unrelated to OCB directed toward the School of Pharmacy. Since a strong School of
Pharmacy identity is correlated with the performance of extra-role behaviors, a logical extension
of this research would explore the factors that impact a strong organizational identity. One such
opportunity would be to expand on the work of Jones and Volpe (2010) by exploring the social
aspect of relationships and interactions at work. Using a social networking perspective, these
researchers found that identification is influenced through both social interaction and
organizational distinctiveness. Because this study was conducted using undergraduate students,
it has a limited application. Research in academic and other professional settings would offer
greater generalizability. Research concerning social networks could provide interesting and
valuable insight into the development of organizational identity and the associated behavioral
outcomes in both Schools of Pharmacy and in healthcare.
The current research suggests that neither perceived administrative nor professional
breach with the school of pharmacy are related to faculty performance of organizational
citizenship behaviors. While perceived administrative breach was not predicted to impact OCB,
perceived professional breach was. Given the volume of previous research linking psychological
and relational contract breach to organizational commitment and citizenship behaviors, this
finding was unexpected. Additional research is needed to explore professional contract breach in
the faculty population. This has been an understudied population with very independent
professionals at its core. Differentiating breach type in this population is very challenging given
the autonomous nature of their work. Perhaps the items in the scales did not fully measure the
subtleties of faculty members’ perception of contract breach. As such additional scale
development and psychometric testing should be undertaken. It is also possible that the nature of
differences between the AACP designations may be at the root of these unexpected findings.
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The differences in the salience of identities between those who identified themselves as practice
faculty and those in the other AACP designations lead one to believe that there may be
differences in other areas as well. Perhaps, with further refinement of the breach survey
instrument, those differences could be uncovered. Further exploration of these differences is
warranted.
As expected, the current research supported the idea that the more entitled an individual;
the less likely they are to perform citizenship behaviors. Interestingly, those who were
categorized as sensitive responded similarly to those who were benevolent suggesting that
entitlement is a construct or personal attribute worth exploring in this population. In the wake of
the recent financial bailouts and the public resentment of executive bonuses and corporate greed
the focus on entitlement seems a natural extension of this research. By considering entitlement as
a maladaptive personality trait rather than a point on a continuum, researchers may be better able
to explain workplace behaviors such as job satisfaction, aggression, and even workplace abuse or
violence.
The present data did not support the hypotheses that equity sensitivity moderated the
relationships between identity salience, perception of contract breach and the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors. This held true when equity sensitivity was considered as a
continuous and categorical variable. As previously mentioned there may be important
antecedents (organizational distinctiveness and social interactions) of organizational identity that
need to be considered in the model. If this is the case, organizational identity salience may
become a mediator or moderator in the model rather than the one tested here, equity sensitivity.
Additionally, some research has suggested that trust is an important component of the exchange
relationship (Restubog et al., 2008). This construct was not measured in this project. A fruitful
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extension of this research would be to explore the possible impact that trust and would have on
the performance of extra-role behaviors considering social interactions, organizational
distinctiveness, and identity salience.
Another rich source for future research, and the area with the potential for the most
practical implications for schools of pharmacy, is that of the difference between those faculty
members whose discipline is pharmacy practice and/or who are licensed pharmacist and other
faculty members. The current investigation uncovered significant differences between these
groups as it relates to school of pharmacy identity, discipline identity, equity sensitivity,
perceived administrative breach and the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors.
This study provides ample information to warrant follow up research with these groups. Future
research should seek to define the nature of these differences as well as any potential impact they
may have on organizational behaviors.
Implications
This paper suggests that both academic and healthcare leadership should consider several
individual and organizational factors when seeking to increase the performance of OCB. First,
the organizational climate of professional courtesy and trust is a key antecedent to citizenship
behaviors. As such, organizational leadership must make efforts to create or enhance a
professional climate of collegiality and mutual respect. It is also important that leadership
recognize the role that individual identity has in the performance of desired behaviors.
Leadership teams must work to bring the goals of the individual disciplines and the goals of the
School of Pharmacy in alignment when possible. In addition, efforts must be made to give
recognition to discipline specific successes within the larger organizational setting.
Moreover, this paper suggests that benevolent individuals are more likely to perform
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organizational citizenship behaviors. As such, hiring teams may consider assessing an
applicant’s equity sensitivity status prior to offering the position. Finally, because of the
similarities between the healthcare academician and the healthcare professional, this work
provides insight into the work-life of healthcare professionals overall. Healthcare administrators
may also consider fostering a climate of collegiality, recognizing discipline specific success, and
an individual’s equity sensitivity status as they ask more of healthcare professionals with whom
they work.
Limitations
Despite the many attributes of the research, it is not without limitations. One such
limitation is that of social desirability. This is the tendency of respondents to reply to a selfreport questionnaire in a manner that will be viewed favorably by others. The respondents may
over-report behavior they deem “good” or under-report behavior they consider “bad”. This may
be of particular concern regarding the constructs of equity and extra role behaviors.
Additionally, it is possible that the scales developed in this study overlooked some unique
attribute of OCB or breach given that all of the focus group participants were pharmacy school
faculty members. Because this is only the second population in which administrative and
professional breach was measured, the opportunity exists for further exploration of the breach
typology and its impact on the professional workplace. As with all cross-sectional studies, casual
relationships cannot be inferred from this data. Lastly, the generalizability of these results to the
broader population is not appropriate. The hypotheses were tested in the pharmacy faculty
population only. The future opportunity lies in the replication of this research in a broader
faculty or other professional population.
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Conclusions
The current research provides a unique contribution to management research by
exploring the role of equity sensitivity as a moderator of the relationships between contract type,
identity salience, and OCB. Additionally, this work advances higher education research by
building on the current literature regarding the contribution faculty members can make to their
school or university by considering a unique typology of psychological contract breach, as a
factor that affects a more traditional human resource outcome, organizational citizenship
behaviors. Additionally, Bunderson et al. (2000 and 2001) call for further examination of the
generalizability of professional and administrative breach typology across professional settings.
This research answers that call by examining the typology in a unique professional setting –that
of academia.
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Key Terms for Discussion in Pretest
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors have been described as discretionary, extra-role behaviors
that contribute to organizational effectiveness yet, are not formally required by the organization
(Moorman, 1991). The term discretionary is explained by Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie
(2006) as “specific behavior in a specific context that is not an absolute requirement of the job.”
(p9) The person will not necessarily be rewarded or punished for the provision or failure to
provide this function. The model on which I am basing this survey it that of Organ. His 5-factor
model has been described by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter (1990, p115) as:


“Altruism-Discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping a specific other
person with an organizationally relevant task or problem.



Conscientiousness-Discretionary behaviors on the part of the employee that go
well beyond the minimum role requirements of the organization in the areas of
attendance, obeying rules and regulations, taking breaks, and so forth.



Sportsmanship-Willingness of the employee to tolerate less than ideal
circumstances without complaining.



Courtesy-Discretionary behavior on the part of an individual aimed at preventing
work-related problems with others from occurring.



Civic Virtue-Behavior on the part of an individual that indicates that he/she
responsibly participates in, is involved in, or is concerned about the life of the
company.”

Psychological Contract
The employment relationship can be conceptualized as consisting of two distinct contracts. The
first is a legal contract explicating service requirements and remuneration responsibilities of the
employee and the employer. The second is an unwritten contract, which refers to the behavioral
expectations that are not explicitly covered in the formal, legal contract. Rousseau defined this
contract as “individual beliefs, shaped by the organization, regarding terms of an exchange
agreement between individuals and their organization” (Rousseau, 1995, p9). Rousseau goes on
to suggest that perceived breach refers to the cognition that the organization has not met one or
more of the employee’s expected obligations. There is strong evidence that perception of
contract breach can have significant implications for employee attitudes and behaviors such as
job satisfaction, organizational commitment and performance of Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Turnley & Feldman,
1999).
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I am interested in gaining your perspective on two different types of psychological contract
breach: Administrative and Professional. Broadly speaking, professional models of organization
emphasize technical competence, commitment to work, collegiality, and service while
administrative models focus on bureaucracy, commitment to the organization, and efficiency
(Bunderson et al., 2000; Van Maanen & Barley, 1984). I have provided a table based on the
work of Bunderson and collogues for your review.
Professional and Administrative Work Ideologies
Administrative Ideology
Organizational Role

Organizational Role
Obligations

Organization as economic
business enterprise
(bureaucratic system and
market enterprise)
To provide money, clients,
administrative support, market
presence

Individual as employee
(productive resource employed
to perform organizational
work)
To provide continued
Individual Role
employment, fulfillment of
Obligations
formally specified role
obligations
Nature of Employment Transactional
Contract
Individual Role
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Professional Ideology
Organization as professional
work setting (professional group
and community servant)
To provide collegial work
setting, defense of professional
autonomy and standards,
community outreach
Individual as highly trained
expert with valued knowledge
and skill
To provide identification, loyalty,
fulfillment of generalized role
obligations (excellent client
service)
Relational

Appendix: B
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Pre-Test Telephone Discussion Guide
Introduction /Description
Thank you for spending time with me today. Our discussion will be extremely helpful in the
development of a survey that I will be giving to pharmacy school faculty members across the
United States. It is my goal to create 2 sets of survey questions. The first will help to determine
the conditions surrounding the performance of organization citizenship behaviors by faculty
members. The second will be related to perceptions of psychological contract breach at it relates
to the school of pharmacy. In order to ensure that all of the participants have the same
understanding of OCB and psychological contract breach I will provide the working definitions
for you.
Cost and Payments
The interview will take about 45 minutes to finish. There are no other costs for helping us with
this study. You will not receive any payment for this interview.
Confidentiality
We will not put your name or your University’s name on any of the survey instruments, reports
or articles that may be generated from these interviews. Therefore, we do not believe that you
can be identified from any of your tests.
Right to Withdraw
You do not have to take part in this study. If you start the interview and decide that you do not
want to finish, all you have to do is to tell the interviewer during the interview. If you choose to
rescind your interview information after the interview has been conducted you may contact
Leigh Ann Bynum or Dr. Erin Holmes in person, by letter, or by telephone at the Department of
Pharmacy Administration , 223 Faser Hall, Post Office Box 1848, University, MS 38677-1848,
(662) 915-7262, Fax: (662) 915-5102 Whether or not you choose to participate or to withdraw
will not affect your standing with the Department of Pharmacy Administration, or with the
University.
IRB Approval
This study has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB). The IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject protections
obligations required by state and federal law and University policies. If you have any questions,
concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research, please contact the IRB at
(662) 915-7482.
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
Do have access to the description of OCB that I provided you? Please answer the following with
that information in mind.
1. Do you believe that faculty members in the school of pharmacy engage in OCB?
a. Please tell me why you think this is so.
b. Can you think of any examples of OCB that you have witnessed or performed?
2. Do you believe the performance of OCB is different that the service requirements of the
University or School of Pharmacy?
a. In what way?
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3. Please look at the definition of Altruism that you were provided. Can you think of
examples you have witnessed or performed in the school of pharmacy that might fit this
definition?
a. In your opinion, is it appropriate to consider helping others who have heavy
workloads as a citizenship behavior that could reasonably be performed in the
school of pharmacy?
b. In your opinion, is it appropriate to consider those who seem to be always willing
to lend a helping hand to those around him/her as performing a citizenship
behavior?
c. In your opinion, is it appropriate to consider pitching in to help those who may be
absent from work or have a work related problem a citizenship behavior?
d. Should mentoring new faculty or staff members be considered an organizational
citizen ship behavior?
e. Does your school have a formal or required mentoring program? If so what
impact do you think this will have on OCB?
4. Please look at the definition of Conscientiousness that you were provided. Can you think
of examples you have witnessed or performed in the school of pharmacy that might fit
this definition?
a. What comes to mind when you hear the phrase “ I believe in giving an honest
day’s work for an honest day’s pay”. Is this citizenship behavior?
b. Are there circumstances in which attendance could be considered a citizenship
behavior?
5. Please look at the definition of Sportsmanship that you were provided. Can you think of
examples you have witnessed or performed in the school of pharmacy that might fit this
definition?
a. Are there people who tend to have very positive attitudes about work? If so, is
this a type of citizenship behavior?
b. Is being mindful of others a form of citizenship?
6. Please look at the definition of Courtesy that you were provided. Can you think of
examples you have witnessed or performed in the school of pharmacy that might fit this
definition?
a. Consider those with whom you work who may avoid creating problems for others
or who take steps to prevent problems with others. Is this a type of citizenship
behavior?
7. Please look at the definition of Civic Virtue that you were provided. Can you think of
examples you have witnessed or performed in the school of pharmacy that might fit this
definition?
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a. Do you consider those who keep abreast of organizational changes and attends
meeting or other functions that are not mandatory as performing citizenship
behaviors?
8. Are there things that are done for students (recommendation letters for example) that
might be considered OCB? If so what are some examples?
9. Distinguishing citizenship behaviors from those behaviors that are expected in the job
may be challenging. Are there any ideas or suggestions that you have that may improve
this questionnaire as it relates to citizenship.
Psychological Contract
Now let us turn our attention to psychological contract breach. I have provided a table based on
the work of Bunderson and collogues for your review. Do you have that information available?
Please answer the following with this information in mind.
1. Do employees and employers have obligations to one another?
a. Explain
b. Can you describe those obligations?
2. Do you believe there is a distinction between the professional and administrative
ideologies/obligations within schools of pharmacy?
a. Why or Why not?
3. Can you share with me what you consider professional versus administrative activities
related to your role with the school of pharmacy?
4. Do you feel that the school’s pay or salary commitments are reflective of administrative
or professional activities?
a. Why do you feel the way you do?
5. Do you feel that the school’s methods of advancement (tenure) are reflective of
administrative or professional activities?
a. Why do you feel the way you do?
b. Are your school’s tenure expectations explicit (describing exactly what must be
done) or more general?
6. Do you feel that the school’s practice related to continuing education or training is
reflective of administrative or professional activities?
a. Why do you feel the way you do?
7. Do you feel that travel or participation in regional/national/international conferences is
something that should be supported by the school of pharmacy?
a. Is this kind of support professional or administrative?
i. Why?
8. Do you feel that the condition/maintenance of the facilities is a part of the school
fulfilling it’s obligations to the faculties? (temperature control, quality lab equipment etc)
a. Would you classify this as an administrative or professional obligation?
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9. How are pharmacy school faculty viewed by school of pharmacy administration? Cogs
in wheel, partners in education, etc.
a. Would you classify these views as professional or administrative?
10. Do faculty have a sense of loyalty toward the school for which they work? Teaching?
Research?
a. Please tell me more about the ideas of loyalty?
11. Do schools of pharmacy have a sense of loyalty toward the faculty members working
there?
a. Are there conditions to this loyalty? IE: A minimum length of employment, or
certain duties that should be performed.
12. Should these obligations fail to be fulfilled there are likely to be consequences. Can you
think of any of these consequences?
13. Describe for me what might happen if the school of pharmacy failed to live up to a
faculty member’s expectations.
a. Would this differ depending on the type of obligation that was broken?
i. Why or Why not?
ii. In what way.
14. Distinguishing between administrative and professional obligations may be challenging.
Are there any ideas or suggestions that you have that may improve this questionnaire as it
relates to these obligations or the potential breach of these obligations?
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Appendix: C

98

Email Cover Letter
Dear Faculty Member:
We are conducting a research study as a part of a dissertation project in order to understand the
work-life of a School/College of Pharmacy faculty member. The survey should take about 1518 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept confidential and your employer will not
receive this data in any way.
The University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed this study. The
IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject protections obligations
required by state and federal law and University policies. If you have any questions, concerns,
or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research, please contact the IRB at (662) 9157482.
We value your participation in this study, as it will allow us to better understand the work- life of
faculty members in Schools/Colleges of Pharmacy. If you have questions about this study,
please contact Leigh Ann Bynum by email at leighann@olemiss.edu. Again, thank you very
much for assisting us with this very important dissertation project.
By clicking the link below, you are agreeing to participate in this research project.
Follow this link to the Survey: ${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: ${l://SurveyURL}
Leigh Ann Bynum
Doctoral Candidate
Pharmacy Administration
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. Alicia S. Bouldin
Research Associate Professor for Instructional Assessment and Advancement
Research Associate Professor of Pharmacy Administration
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. John P. Bentley
Associate Professor of Pharmacy Administration
Research Associate Professor in the Research Institute of Pharmaceutical Sciences
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. Erin Holmes
Assistant Professor of Pharmacy Administration
Research Assistant Professor in the Research Institute of Pharmaceutical Sciences
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
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Appendix: D
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Email Reminder Cover Letter
Dear Faculty,
First, I want to extend my most sincere thank you to the many faculty members who have
completed my survey. I know you are very busy and may be planning time away from work for
the upcoming holiday. I respect your time hope that you enjoy the long weekend. Before you
leave for the holiday, I would like to request that you consider completing my survey. The
survey should not take more than 20 minutes for you to complete.
If you are able to participate, you may click on the following link
Follow this link to the Survey: ${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: ${l://SurveyURL}
Thank you in advance for your kind consideration.
Leigh Ann Bynum
Doctoral Candidate
Pharmacy Administration
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. Alicia S. Bouldin
Research Associate Professor for Instructional Assessment and Advancement
Research Associate Professor of Pharmacy Administration
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. John P. Bentley
Associate Professor of Pharmacy Administration
Research Associate Professor in the Research Institute of Pharmaceutical Sciences
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
Dr. Erin Holmes
Assistant Professor of Pharmacy Administration
Research Assistant Professor in the Research Institute of Pharmaceutical Sciences
School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
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Full Study Dissertation Survey
Thank you for participating in this dissertation project. We value your participation in this study,
as it will allow us to better understand the work-life of faculty members in Schools/Colleges of
Pharmacy. The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept
confidential and your employer will not receive this data in any way. If you have questions
about this study, please contact Leigh Ann Bynum by email at leighann@olemiss.edu. Again,
thank you very much for assisting us with this very important dissertation project.
Are you:



Male
Female

How many years have you been a faculty member?
How many years have you been a faculty member at your current School/College of
Pharmacy?
What is your age in years?
What is your administrative rank?

Dean

Assistant Dean

Associate Dean

Director

Department or Division Chair/Head

No Administrative Responsibilities

Other ____________________
What is your academic rank?

Full Professor

Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Instructor

Lecturer

Librarian

Other ____________________
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In what AACP designated section is your primary academic appointment?

Chemistry

Biological Sciences

Pharmaceutics

Pharmacy Practice

Social or Administrative Sciences

Other ____________________
How would you rate your involvement with the professional (Doctor of Pharmacy)
program in your School/College of Pharmacy?

Not at all Involved

Minimally Involved

Moderately Involved

Extremely Involved
What is your tenure status?

Non-tenure Track

Tenure Track - Tenured

Tenure Track - Not Yet Tenured

Other ____________________
What is your work status?

Full-time

Part-time

Other ____________________
The University/College for whom I currently work is

Publicly Funded

Privately Funded

For Profit

Other ____________________
If I were to ask a colleague, the University/College for whom I currently work would be
considered to be a

Teaching University

Research University

Other ____________________
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Which of the following degrees do you possess? Check all that apply.

Bachelors Degree in Pharmacy

PharmD

Masters Degree

PhD

Other Doctoral Degree

Other ____________________
Where did you receive your pharmacy degree?

United States

Country other than the United States
Are you licensed to practice pharmacy in the United States?

Yes

No
Consider yourself at work in your present position and indicate your agreement with each of the
following statements…
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

I keep abreast of
changes in the School
of Pharmacy.











I consider the impact
of my actions on my
co-workers.











I am always willing to
lend a helping hand to
those around me.











I attend functions that
are not required but
help the
School/College of
Pharmacy image.











I take steps to try to
prevent problems with
other faculty and staff.











I help others with
heavy workloads.
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

I help new faculty or
staff settle in, even
though it is not
required.











I willingly give up my
time to help others.











I attend
training/information
sessions or meetings
that are encouraged but
not required.











I am mindful of how
my behavior affects
other people's jobs.











I read and keep up with
organizational emails,
memos,
announcements and so
on.











I help others who have
been absent.











I willingly help others
who have a work
related problem.











I do not abuse the
rights of others.











I try to avoid creating
problems for
coworkers.











People I work with
probably think that I
am the classic
"squeaky wheel" that
always needs greasing.











People I work with
probably think I focus
on what’s wrong,
rather than the positive
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

side.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

People I work with
probably think I
always find fault with
what the School of
Pharmacy is doing.











People I work with
probably think I tend
to make "mountains
out of mole-hills".











People I work with
probably think I spend
a lot of time
complaining.
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

How satisfied are you with:
Very
Dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Neutral

Somewhat
Satisfied

Very
Satisfied

your present job
when you
compare it to jobs
in other
organizations













the progress you
are making
toward the goals
you set for
yourself in your
present position













the chance your
job gives you to
do what you are
best at













your present job
when you
consider the
expectations you
had when you
took the job













your present job
in light of your
career
expectations
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In this section, we are interested in how well your School/College of Pharmacy has kept the
commitments it made to you. For each item listed below, please indicate how the amount that
you receive or have been asked to give compares to the amount that your School/College of
Pharmacy committed to provide you or that you committed to provide when you started.
In comparison to what I was promised, the amount that I actually receive/give is:
Much less
than
promised

Less than
promised

About the
same as
promised

More than
promised

Much more
than
promised

Communication
with/from
School of
Pharmacy
leadership











Access to
adequate work
space











Access to
adequate
equipment











Commitment to
faculty
development











School/College
of Pharmacy
commitment to
me in the face
of budget cuts











Access to
computer and
software











Access to
administrative
staff











Access to office
supplies and
equipment such
as copier or fax











Much less

Less than

About the
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More than

Much more

than
promised

promised

same as
promised

promised

than
promised

Being viewed
as partner in
education











Flexibility in
scheduling











Comfortable
office space











Input into
School/College
of Pharmacy
decisionmaking or
planning
processes
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The following questions distinguish between your School/College of Pharmacy and your
discipline. Please consider discipline to be your primary professional designation. For example:
Medicinal Chemistry, Cardiovascular Pharmacy Practice, Pharmacology, Social and Behavioral
Sciences in Pharmacy.
Please indicate your agreement with each of the following statements…
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

When someone criticizes
the School/College of
Pharmacy for which I
work, it feels like a
personal insult.











When someone criticizes
my discipline, it feels
like a personal insult.











I am very interested in
what others think about
the School/College of
Pharmacy for which I
work.











I am very interested in
what others think about
my discipline.











When I talk about the
School/College of
Pharmacy for which I
work, I usually say ‘we’
rather than ‘they’.











When I talk about my
discipline, I usually say
‘we’ rather than ‘they’.











The School/College of
Pharmacy's successes are
my successes.











My discipline's
successes are my
successes.
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

When someone praises
the School/College of
Pharmacy for which I
work, it feels like a
personal compliment.











When someone praises
my discipline, it feels
like a personal
compliment.











If a story in the media
criticized the
School/College of
Pharmacy for which I
worked, I would feel
embarrassed.











If a story in the media
criticized my discipline,
I would feel
embarrassed.
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each
item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word.
Indicate to what extent you generally feel this way, that is, how you feel on the average.
Very Slightly
or Not at All

A Little

Moderately

Quite a Bit

Extremely

Interested











Irritable
Distressed
















Alert











Excited











Ashamed











Upset
Inspired
















Strong











Nervous











Guilty











Determined











Scared
Attentive
















Hostile











Jittery











Enthusiastic











Active
Proud


























Afraid
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The questions below ask what you’d like for your relationship to be with any organization for
which you might work. In each question, divide 10 points between the two choices (Choice A
and Choice B) by giving the most points to the choice that is most like you and the fewest points
to the choice that is least like you. You can, if you would like, give the same number of points to
both choices (for example, 5 points to choice A and 5 points to choice B). And you can use zeros
if you’d like. Just be sure to allocate all 10 points per question between each pair of possible
responses.
In any organization I might work for....
Get from the organization

Give to the organization

It would be important for me
to:
In any organization I might work for....
Help others

Watch out for my own good

It would be more important
for me to:
In any organization I might work for....
What I receive from the
organization

What I contribute to the
organization

I would be more concerned
about:
In any organization I might work for....
Benefit the organization

Benefit me

The hard work I would do
should:
In any organization I might work for....
If I don’t look out for myself,
nobody else will

It’s better for me to give than
to receive

My personal philosophy in
dealing with the organization
would be:

Your input is very valuable, as it will allow us to better understand the work-life of faculty
members in Schools/Colleges of Pharmacy. Thank you for taking time from your busy schedule
to complete this survey.
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Leigh Ann Bynum was born November 16, 1970, in Union City, Tennessee. After
graduating from Union City High School she began her college education at the University of
Mississippi where she earned her Bachelors of Arts in Psychology in 1993. She went on to
complete her Masters in Science in Health Promotion in 1995. Leigh Ann then began her career
by working at the Mississippi State Health Department on a cardiovascular disease grant. Once
the grant ran its course she began work as a cardiac rehabilitation specialist with the Baptist
Memorial Healthcare Corporation. She remained with this organization for over 10 years
eventually becoming the Director of Market Services where she was responsible for occupational
health, provider relations, and client/industry relations departments in North Mississippi. Seeking
to new challenges, Leigh Ann left healthcare and accepted a position with the University of
Mississippi Human Resource Department at a Senior Human Resource Generalist. While at the
University she began her coursework toward a doctoral degree in Pharmacy Administration. She
chose to focus her studies on organizational behavior and human resource management in
healthcare.
Leigh Ann continues her career as Assistant Professor of Pharmaceutical, Social, and
Administrative Sciences at Belmont University’s School of Pharmacy in Nashville Tennessee.
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